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This study examined the influence of building configuration on the academic
achievement and attendance of students who were considered chronically absent. A
longitudinal nonequivalent groups research design was used to test the study’s six
hypotheses. Data were collected from over 10,000 students within 38 K-8 schools and 40
6-8 middle schools in 24 urban school districts. These districts belonged to the Middle
Cities Education Association (MCEA) in a Midwestern state. Student achievement data
were collected from this state’s Department of Education’s Center for Educational
Performance and Information (CEPI) database that focused specifically on 6th (2009) and
8th-grade (2011) achievement and attendance results.
Data were analyzed using an independent samples t-test to measure the
differences in mean scores of the two groups, and a one-way analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) to determine the intervening effects of the covariates on various
demographic characteristics. Findings in this study indicate that there were no significant
improvements in mathematics, reading, and chronically absent attendance rates for
students who attended K-8 configured schools as compared to their corresponding peers
attending 6-8 middle schools. This held true when adjusting for race, gender, Free and/or

Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities.
This study helps fill a void in the current body of literature by examining the
influence of grade configuration (i.e., K-8 schools versus traditional 6-8 middle schools)
on student achievement and attendance, and whether selected demographic variables
(e.g., race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities) had
an influence on these differences. The study concludes with several recommendations for
further study.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Education in America faces many more challenges today than we could have ever
imagined. Achievement in school is an important goal to prepare students to become
future citizens who ultimately embody principled characteristics into their future
communities, professions, and families. Students are well on their way through their
academic careers by the time they reach early adolescence as 10- to 14-year-olds. During
this rapid period of profound personal growth, early adolescents undergo more changes
than in any other stage of their lives. Educators are entrusted with the responsibility for
their health, well-being, and academic success (Swain, 1995). Therefore, questions
remain regarding the most idyllic configuration in which to teach early adolescent
students.
An increasing number of schools are now moving away from traditional
kindergarten through fifth-grade elementary schools and 6-8 middle schools, to a more
traditional kindergarten through eighth-grade (K-8) school environment. Large school
districts in states such as Pennsylvania and Maryland have embraced the K-8
configuration, and have shown gains for their students on achievement tests. They have
also realized more parental support and some obvious financial benefits, such as having
elementary and high school buildings, thus eliminating the need for middle school
buildings, resulting in savings on administrative and facilities costs (Herman, 2004). K-8
buildings also result in one less school building transition for students (Erb, 2006). Such
preliminary findings suggest the K-8 configuration may provide more benefits than some
other more traditional 6-8 middle school configurations (Erb, 2006; Herman, 2004).
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Problem Statement
This study explored the extent to which students in K-8 buildings perform better
in school than students who attend the traditional 6-8-grade middle school configuration
in content areas such as mathematics and reading, as well as in the attendance of
chronically absent students. Previous studies on this topic do exist, but are primarily
concerned with simply comparing the achievement of K-8 students in mostly urban
school districts to their 6-8 middle school peers. These studies followed individual
students over a period of time (Bean & Lipka, 2006; Blair, 2008, Byrnes & Ruby, 2007;
Cook, MacCoun, Muschkin, & Vigdor, 2007; Gewertz, 2004; Herman, 2004; Hough,
2005; McEwin & Green, 2011; Offenburg, 2001; Pagin & Fager, 1997; Pardini, 2002;
Renchler, 2002; Reeves, 2002; Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010; Simmons & Blyth, 1987;
Viadero, 2008; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006; West & Schwerdt, 2012; Yakimowski &
Connolly, 2001; Yeckie, 2005) whereas this study did not follow individual students but
examined grade-level data for the school years 2009 and 2011. Despite the number of
previous studies, few have examined other conditional factors that may explain the
differences in student performance when comparing the performance of students in K-8
schools and their corresponding counterparts who attended the traditional 6-8 middle
school configuration. Given the paucity of research examining the influence of building
configuration on student performance, particularly when considering the effects of
various conditional factors, there was a need to investigate whether demographic
characteristics including race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students
with disabilities influence differences in 6th and 8th-grade students who attended K-8
configured schools as compared to those students who attended schools with a 6-8 middle
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school configuration in a Midwestern state.
Background of the Problem
Although districts divided into elementary, middle, and high schools currently
dominate the educational landscape, this was not the case historically. The first model of
education was the one-room schoolhouse, most popular throughout the 19th century and
the first half of the 20th century (Herman, 2004). During this time, the most common
school configuration in the United States consisted of eight years of primary school and
four years of secondary school (Elovitz, 2004), and by 1920, the majority of students who
graduated from high school had attended K-8 schools (Herman, 2004).
Into the 20th century, no two events shocked America quite like the Japanese
bombing of Pearl Harbor and the Soviet’s successful launching of Sputnik I in 1957. The
educational concerns of the post-war/pre-Sputnik I era were largely demographic. School
districts were trying to accommodate unprecedented numbers of young Baby Boomers
(Rutherford, 1998). As a result, societal pressures overwhelmed primary schools in many
cities. The “Eight-Four” model became the “Six-Six” grade configuration (i.e., grades
kindergarten through six in elementary, and grades 7 through 12 in high school),
primarily due to massive immigration, brisk industrialization, the need to prepare a more
educated workforce for factories, and the demand from colleges to begin college
preparatory classes before 9th-grade (Eliot, 1898, as cited in Brough, 1995).
Nevertheless, since many schools consolidated after World War I, the resulting schools
soon became too large and various grade configurations developed (Herman, 2004).
Civil rights and equal educational opportunities are the foundation of America's
best efforts to attain pluralism in this country. During the 1960s, the Civil Rights
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Movement shook the nation's moral bedrock (Willie & Sanford, 1991). As an extension
of this, the Civil Rights Movement and the War on Poverty created the political context
for the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Educational Act (ESEA). During this time
period, inequality in social systems such as education became a national concern
(Crawford, 2011). Children who were poor and/or from ethnic or minority backgrounds
were receiving an abysmal education (Crawford, 2011). The ESEA’s primary purpose,
therefore, was to provide deprived children with additional support to compensate for
their impoverished backgrounds and poor educational opportunities (Crawford, 2011).
Beyond the Civil Rights Movement and ESEA, George (2005) cited the
establishment of middle schools as another way our country grappled with racial equality
and human rights issues. These schools became arenas for social experimentation and a
means through which equality and justice could be realized for the greater society. In
Southern states, the 5th through 8th-grade schools helped to move students out of
segregated neighborhood K-8 buildings, into more integrated intermediate or middle
schools. Although reform at the intermediate school level advocated for the middle
school concept, more pressing issues such as desegregation and overcrowding were the
more powerful reasons for wide-scale configuration changes, making middle schools a
prominent part of American schooling (Beane, 2006).
In 1981, Terrell Bell, Secretary of Education under President Ronald Reagan,
assembled a group of education experts who became known as the National Commission
on Excellence in Education (NCEE). Their charge was to assess the quality of education
in the United States. In 1983, the NCEE published A Nation at Risk, which in part,
warned of a “rising tide of mediocrity” that was pervading education (Jones, 2004). By
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the 1990s, President Clinton signed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. This law
established the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC) whose
obligation it was to supervise state standards. The NESIC clearly outlined the federal role
as establishing broad guidelines, but the states would be held individually responsible for
developing accountability standards (Jones, 2004).
Within five years of the dawning of the 21st century, middle school education
came under scrutiny with the release of the Third International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMSS) and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scores.
The TIMSS report condemned middle schools for compromising academic rigor for over
concern with the social and emotional development of young adolescents (Manzo, 2001;
Schmidt et al., 2001). In response to federal expectations of greater academic
accountability, numerous states developed assessment programs to measure student
achievement by utilizing standardized testing instruments. In 2002, President George W.
Bush signed the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation, which required all states to
implement annual standardized testing to receive federal funding (Finn, Petrilli, & Julian,
2006). Title I monies are to be apportioned to the poorest districts and tied to measurable
progress toward national educational goals. The commendable purpose was, of course,
that every child would be successful by achieving proficiency by 2014 (Jones, 2012).
More recently, President Barack Obama signed an economic-stimulus package,
the American Recovery Reinvestment Act (AARA). Over $800 billion was earmarked for
education through the AARA. The AARA provided the impetus for states to create
extensive education overhaul plans, thwart substantial teacher layoffs, and invigorate the
national discussion about improving the worst-achieving schools (McNeil, 2011).
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Lastly, in 2015 the U.S. Senate passed the Every Child Achieves Act (ECAA) to
replace the NCLB and limit federal involvement in local school districts. The ECAA
restores state control over academic standards and development of their own
accountability plans. Moreover, states can use existing funding for early-childhood
education and additional funding is available for Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics (STEM) education. STEM education provides the foundation for the jobs
of the future (“Senate Passes,” 2015).
Although middle schools have dominated the educational landscape for the last
quarter of the 20th century, the trend in the 21st century is reversing, especially in urban
districts, where there is an increasing interest in returning middle schools to K-8
configurations (Chaker, 2005). Middle schools have come under fire as findings purport
over-crowded classrooms resulting in serious behavioral concerns, safety issues, as well
as the perception of larger buildings with greater enrollment being less safe and
diminishing academic achievement (Erb, 2006). Large urban districts such as Baltimore,
Boston, Cincinnati, Cleveland, New Orleans, New York, Newark, Oklahoma City, and
Philadelphia have closed many of their middle schools and opened reorganized K-8
buildings (George, 2005).
In spite of recent interest in returning middle schools to K-8 configurations,
advocates of the middle school concept (e.g., grades-5-8 or 6-8) argue their approach is
superior to the K-8 position on the grounds that only the former approach is truly
developmentally responsive to youngsters. The small learning communities in middle
schools satisfy youngsters’ need for security and belonging. A family-like atmosphere
fulfills a need for support through the challenges of puberty. An integrated curriculum
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provides students with contextual relevance as they search for meaning within their
education. Lastly, teachers are trained differently as middle school educators so as to
teach and relate specifically to middle school youngsters rather than to younger or older
students (Bean & Lipka, 2006).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of my study was to determine whether students who attended a K-8
school were more likely to have higher student performance in mathematics and reading
and better attendance rates for chronically absent students than those who attended a 6-8
middle school configuration. In addition to this, this study also sought to determine
whether there were selected variables that may have an influence on these differences
(i.e., race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities).
The current research is inconclusive about the influence of grade configuration on
student success in school (Bean & Lipka, 2006; Elowitz, 2007; Hough, 2005; McEwin,
Dickson, & Jacobson, 2004; Pardini, 2002; Schmitt, 2004; Styron, 2008; Weiss &
Kipnes, 2006). My research hopes to shed light on this subject by comparing the
differences of students in K-8 schools to students in 6-8 middle schools in 24 urban
school districts in a Midwestern state.
Rationale for the Study
With the recent trend back to K-8 buildings, as well as eliminating 6-8 middle
schools, there is still some question as to whether the K-8 settings really bolster student
achievement. Numerous inner-city school districts such as Philadelphia, Cleveland, and
Baltimore are moving toward eliminating their middle schools and replacing them with
K-8 buildings after having shown that students in the K-8 settings outperform their
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middle school peers (Ecker, 2002; Herman, 2004; Pardini, 2002; Reeves, 2005). Even
smaller districts such as Fayetteville, Tennessee (Reising, 2002) and Everett,
Massachusetts (Herman, 2004) are replacing their middle schools with K-8 schools.
Meanwhile, other districts are holding fast to their commitment to providing a
middle school education for its students in 6th-8th-grade. They believe middle school
children have unique characteristics that require a program in which educators are
specifically committed to 10- to 14-year-old children, share a vision of middle school
education, maintain high expectations for all youngsters, provide an adult advocate for
each student’s personal and academic development, and encourage community and
family partnerships, and a positive school climate (Swain, 1995).
Hypotheses of the Study
Hypotheses, according to Locke et al. (2007), indicate an anticipated relationship
“that contains more persuasive logic and statistical power” (p. 11). The hypotheses tested
in my study are as follows:
1. Students who attended K-8 configured schools will exhibit statistically significant
improvement on the state assessment examination in mathematics from 6th to
8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings.
2. Students who attended K-8 configured schools will exhibit statistically significant
improvement on the state assessment examination in reading from 6th to 8thgrade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings.
3. There will be a statistically significant improvement on the state assessment
examination in mathematics of students who attended K-8 schools from 6th to
8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8-grade middle school
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buildings when controlling for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status,
and students with disabilities.
4. There will be a statistically significant improvement on the state assessment
examination in reading of students who attended K-8 schools from 6th to 8thgrade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings when
controlling for race gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with
disabilities.
5. Students who attended K-8 configured schools will exhibit a statistically
significant improvement in their school attendance rates for chronically absent
students from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8
middle school buildings.
6. There will be a statistically significant improvement in school attendance rates for
K-8 chronically absent students from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers
who attended 6-8 middle school buildings when controlling for race, gender, Free
and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities.
Variables in the Study
The independent variables (IVs) in this study were the schools’ configuration (i.e.,
K-8 schools vs. schools that serve students in 6-8 middle school buildings). The
dependent variables (DVs) were the state achievement examination average scaled scores
in mathematics and reading, and the schools’ chronically absent attendance rates.
Methodology of the Study
The research method traditionally employed in studies of this nature is typically
of a longitudinal nonequivalent groups research design (Cook & Campbell, 1979;
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Creswell, 2008). This study sought to determine whether there were statistically
significant improvements from 6th to 8th-grade in the performance of students as
measured by average scaled scores on the state achievement examinations and the school
attendance rates for chronically absent students who attended K-8 schools, as compared
to their corresponding counterparts in schools that educated students in 6-8 middle
schools. Therefore, the grade level data in 6th-grade for a given school and then the 8thgrade data for that same school two years later, were captured to determine if there were
significant improvements in mathematics, reading, and chronically absent attendance
rates. These tests were carried out for all of the schools within the study.
This longitudinal nonequivalent groups research design was used in this study
because of the between-group nature of the samples and the application of a perceived
treatment as being either a K-8 or a 6-8 middle school configuration. In this regard, this
research study investigated the between-group nature of the samples and the application
of a perceived treatment as being either a K-8 or a 6-8 middle school configuration (Cook
& Campbell, 1979; Creswell, 2008).
Data were collected from students within the Middle Cities Education Association
(MCEA), which is a consortium of urban school districts in a Midwestern state. MCEA
was founded in 1972 by eight core cities that convened to develop the association, its task
forces, and other advocacy and educational services for its member districts. Over the
years, MCEA has grown to include over 30 urban school districts committed to
improving educational opportunities for urban students.
The MCEA schools selected for this study were based on the criterion that they
had maintained the same school configuration, either K-8 or 6-8 middle school for both
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2009 and 2011. Moreover, the rationale for using only 6th-grade data from 2009 and 8thgrade data from 2011 is twofold. First, since all students in this Midwestern state were
administered the 6th-grade state assessments in mathematics and reading, the scaled
scores provided baselines (Creswell, 2008). Secondly, examining the data in 8th-grade
provided two full years of the perceived treatment in the respective school environments.
The selected MCEA schools had combined 6th and 8th-grade enrollments of over
10,000 students. The sampling frame used in this study was bifurcated into two groups
consisting of approximately 2,000 students educated in 38 K-8 schools and about 8,000
students from 40 6-8 middle schools.
The data obtained from this Midwestern state’s Department of Education’s Center
for Educational Performance and Information (CEPI) were analyzed using an
independent t-test for testing the difference on mean scores of two groups and a one-way
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) for covariate adjustments. Additionally, ANCOVA
was conducted to determine whether intervening factors such as race, gender, Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities had an impact on academic
achievement and attendance rates.
Significance of the Study
Most of the current research investigating grade span configurations and academic
achievement touts the benefits of the K-8 configuration in large, urban school districts
(Bean & Lipka, 2006; Coladarci & Hancock, 2008; Dove, 2010; Ecker, 2002; Franklin &
Glascock, 1996; Gewertz, 2004; Herman, 2004; Hough, 2005; Pagin & Fager, 1997;
Pardini, 2002; Reising, 2002; Reeves, 2005; Rencher, 2002; Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010;
Schmitt, 2004; Styron, 2008; Swain, 1995; West & Schwerdt, 2012). However, there are
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still convincing arguments from educational research pundits who support the middle
school grade configuration as providing a more suitable educational environment for
adolescents (Erb, 2006; Cassillius, 2006; George, 2009; National Middle School
Association, 2003).
There has been a paucity of research that examines the achievement and
attendance rate growth of 6th and 8th-grade students in the Midwest who come from
different school configurations that educate children in K-8 or 6-8 middle school
environments. Consequently, this study attempted to address the differences in student
performance and attendance rate growth from 6th to 8th-grade across selected variables
in a Midwestern state, and shed additional light on the research literature by investigating
the influence of school configuration on the academic achievement and attendance rates
of those who completed their educational experiences in a K-8 environment as compared
to those students who attended a traditional 6-8 middle school. The findings from this
study may assist school leaders in making more prudent decisions about the most
appropriate and optimal design for educating children, particularly in a time when
resources are scarce and with the increasing demand on school officials and parents for
greater student success.
Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions of the Study
For this study, only students having completed 6th and 8th-grade were included in
this study. In this regard, students were grouped into two separate categories. The first
category of students were those students who attended school in a self-contained K-8
milieu, and the second category of students included students who received their formal
education in a 6-8 traditional middle school environment. In addition, only state
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achievement test scores in mathematics and reading, as well as attendance data of
chronically absent students within the state data depository center or the CEPI were
examined. Finally, only school data from urban school districts in a Midwestern state
were used in this study.
Delimitations
According to Locke et al. (2007), delimitations describe the inherent limits of a
specific population or construct. This study investigated the differences in the
performance of students who attended K-8 and 6-8 schools in MCEA school districts in a
Midwestern state on such measures related to mathematics, reading, and chronic absentee
rates. In addition, the study sought to determine if any of these variables had an influence
on the expected outcomes of students.
This research was delimited to the data of students included within this study, and
no generalizations or inferences were made to students who were not included within the
study. To be specific, this study was delimited to students who attended urban schools in
a Midwestern state in 2009 and 2011. It was further delimited to students who attended
schools in K-8 and 6-8 buildings. Of necessity, the study was delimited to students in a
consortium of 24 urban school districts in a Midwestern state. Therefore, there was no
attempt to make generalizations to other school districts in this Midwestern state. It was
also assumed that data provided in this study were accurate and were a true representation
of student performance.
Limitations
Creswell (2008) defined limitations as potential problems or weaknesses with the
study. This study was limited to the outcome measures as provided by the CEPI. Issues
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such as the implementation of programs, the extent to which initiatives were adopted, and
the consistency of staffing were not addressed by the CEPI and therefore, no data about
these issues were available.
This study was further limited to students in schools and grades where data were
available. It is recognized that students appearing in 2009 may not be the same students
who were represented in the 2011 cohort. This was due to fact that the CEPI does not
track individual students because the State does not have a public system in place to
follow students in this Midwestern state from one year to the next
This study utilized a Midwestern state’s student assessment database.
Consequently, the researcher was not able to randomly select and assign students to a K-8
or 6-8-school assignment. In addition, school assignments were limited to schools that
had the same grade configuration for both the 2009 and 2011 school years. Therefore, it
was recognized that error might exist in this study due to the unequal assignment of
students within K-8 and 6-8 schools. Without randomization, controls for extraneous
characteristics within groups might have influenced the findings in this study. Therefore,
the lack of a systematic distribution of students among the groups could result in error
(Creswell, 2008).
This study was limited to the data of students who attended K-8 and 6-8 schools
in the MCEA in this Midwestern state. Due to the lack of a randomized trial design, there
is the possibility that the two groups of students in this study were not equivalent, and
consequently, could affect the outcome of this study (Cook & Campbell, 1979).
Assumptions of Study
An assumption of this study is that the data obtained from this Midwestern state’s
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database were actual and are a true representation of students’ actual performance.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE
Providing a high quality education for all children is vital to the economic future
of the United States. Young adolescents must be provided with the requisite knowledge
and innovation to eventually succeed in a world economy (McNeil, 2011). These 10 to14-year-old children must navigate the middle years of their academic careers
encountering challenges related to curriculum demands, social interactions, and
developmental challenges. Educators are privileged with the responsibility for the
enormous task of providing the support and encouragement necessary to ensure the
academic success of young adolescents (Swain, 1995).
Education has evolved through the centuries from originally being highly
selective and exclusionary (Pratt, 1996), to the most recent inclusions mandated by
federal law (Finn et al., 2006). Throughout the history of education in the United States,
generations of 10 to 14-year-old children have experienced a variety of grade level
configurations. This evolution of grade span configurations reflects various economic,
political, and societal influences, providing an impetus for change.
The purpose of this study was to explore an issue important to the educational
experience of middle school children: whether students who attended a K-8 school are
more likely to have higher student performance in mathematics and reading and better
attendance rates than students who attended a 6-8 middle school configuration. Chapter II
provides a review of the literature relevant to this purpose. Specifically, this chapter
covers the evolution of schools within various epochs—Colonial, Industrial, Sputnik,
Civil Rights, Accountability, and the Standards—and how these epochs parallel the
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history of America, providing not only the background for grade span configurations, but
also the point at which the middle school concept emerged and for what reasons. Lastly,
the chapter concludes by providing the pros (for) and contras (against) for different grade
configurations.
Evolution of American Education
The evolution of American schools, as described within various epochs of
American history, will create the necessary background to understand how and why
grade configurations developed throughout the decades. The sections below review
colonial schools, the Industrial Era, the Sputnik Era, the Civil Rights Era, the Era of
Accountability, and the Standards Movement.
Colonial Schools
The U.S. public education system can trace its roots to the Puritans and
Congregationalist parochial schools of the 17th century. The earliest form of public
education occurred in the New England colonies of Connecticut, New Hampshire, and
Massachusetts. The prevailing belief at the time was that educating children was a
religious obligation. The Puritans and Congregationalists experienced resistance from
immigrants who were members of other churches and refused to have beliefs other their
own imposed upon their children (Thattia, 2006).
In Colonial America, children were surrounded by other children of all different
ages. The high birth and infant mortality rates resulted in large families with a wide range
in sibling ages. Therefore, the schools of this era reflected the same diversity. The one
room school building typically had 10 to 30 students ranging in ages from 6 to 14-yearsold (Pratt, 1996).
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After the Declaration of Independence was signed, 14 states created their own
constitutions. Half of these states had provisions for public education. Thomas Jefferson
believed education should be available to all, controlled by the government, and free
from religious influence. George Washington, Benjamin Rush, Noah Webster, and
Robert Corum were among others who also at the time supported the notion of public
education. Yet, the process was difficult to implement given the political unrest, immense
immigration, and economic as well as social transformations. Therefore, private
education dominated the landscape, with many schools controlled by religious groups and
charitable organizations (Thattai, 2006).
Industrial Era
At the start of the Industrial Era, the one room schoolhouse was in peril, primarily
as a result of Horace Mann, the Secretary of the Massachusetts Board of Education. In
1843, Mann visited schools in Prussia and reported:
…the first element of superiority in a Prussian school...consists in the proper
classification of the scholars. In all places where the numbers are sufficiently large
to allow it, the children are divided according to ages and attainments, and a
single teacher has the charge only of a single class...There is no obstacle
whatever...to the introduction at once of this mode of dividing and classifying
scholars in all our large towns. (Mann, 1848 as cited in Cubberley, 1970, p. 84)
School administrators generally accepted Mann’s progressive ideas by the middle
of the 19th century. School leaders of the day recognized the parallels with successful
manufacturing systems. The concept of the division of labor in mechanical industry was
also applauded in the school setting. It was thought that the many operations of weaving,
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spinning, and carding could be done in the same room (Pratt, 1986).
As mentioned in Chapter I, throughout the 19th century and the first half of the
20th century, the first model for education emerged in the one-room schoolhouse
(Herman, 2004). By 1900, the U.S. educational system consisted of predominately eight
years of primary school and four years of secondary school (Elovitz, 2004). Societal
pressures, such as massive immigration which overwhelmed primary schools in cities,
brisk industrialization, the necessity to prepare a more educated workforce for the
factories, and the demand from colleges to begin college preparatory classes before 9thgrade resulted in the “Eight-Four” model, which later became the “Six-Six” grade
configuration (Eliot, 1898 as cited in Brough, 1995).
The swift increase in public education across America during the 19th century
was one of the most spectacular “examples of institution-building in American history”
(Meyer et al., 1979, p. 591). Nineteenth-century changes in educational organization were
supported by industrialism. Interestingly, educational enrollments were high in the settled
Northeast before 1840—over 70 percent of White students aged 5 to 19. By mid-century,
there was a movement to expand public education to the Western states, and to a lesser
extent to the South. The spread of schooling during the 19th century in the rural North
and West can be best comprehended as a social movement constructing a shared
philosophy of nation-building (Meyer et al., 1979).
A number of factors affected education during the Industrial Era. First, the United
States was very rural. In 1860, about 20 percent of Americans lived in towns with
populations over 2,500, and the increase was only up to 40 percent by 1900. Secondly,
state control was very weak; the state was neither the mechanism for the creation of
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schools nor the means for expansions. Data for compulsory attendance laws started out in
1860 at 6 percent and increased to 49 percent by 1890. Almost 30 years passed before
compulsory attendance laws were enacted in every state. Lastly, enrollments were as high
or higher in rural areas as in urban areas (Meyer et al., 1979).
In 1888, Charles Eliot, president of Harvard University, and other experts on the
National Education Association's Committee of Ten on Secondary School Studies,
recognized the need to reorganize the education configuration of eight-year elementary
schools and four-year high schools. Eliot and the committee argued that upper elementary
school was wasted time and that students would be better served by introductions to
college preparatory courses before high school (Lounsbury, 1992). The committee
advocated for elementary schools to be grades one through six and secondary schools to
be grades 7 through 12. The committee also recommended that the new secondary
schools be patterned to allow gifted, college-bound youngsters to be promoted rapidly
and in less than six years if they were so inclined (Lounsbury, 1992).
Although by 1920 the majority of students who graduated from high school had
attended K-8 schools, there were 883 junior high schools in the United States. As the
junior high school was becoming more widely accepted, significant statements
distinguishing principal characteristics of this new tradition were released by two of the
key founders, Thomas Briggs and Leonard Koos who heralded the junior high school
grade configuration (Lounsbury, 1992). Briggs (1920) declared, “In its essence the junior
high school is a device of democracy whereby nurture may cooperate with nature to
secure the best results possible for each individual adolescent as well as for society at
large” (p. 327). In addition to the nurturing benefits of the junior high school, these
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configurations provided additional advantages such as solving the problems of
overcrowding at the K-8 schools, offering accelerated course offerings as well as a
variety of domestic, vocational, and commercial curricula so as to entice non-collegebound students to remain in school at least through ninth-grade (Lounsbury, 1992).
Twenty years later, more than half of America’s adolescents were students at
junior high schools (Lounsbury, 1992). Junior high schools have been described as small
high schools including marching bands, cheerleaders, athletic teams, etc. Band directors
and coaches viewed the junior high school as preparation for the high school programs
(Alexander, 1969). Gruhn and Douglass (1947) highlighted six main functions of the
junior high school as: (1) socialization, (2) differentiation, (3) guidance, (4) exploration,
(5) articulation, and (6) integration. Effective middle schools even today have the same
six functions highlighted from over 50 years ago (Lounsbury, 1992). Yet, some argued
that the junior high school procedures such as teacher-centered lessons and discipline
protocol were more applicable to high school pupils than to junior high school students
(Anfara & Waks, 2000).
Sputnik Era
During the 1950s, debates arose as to whether the junior high schools established
early in the century were actually serving the needs of young adolescents. It was believed
that junior high schools failed to create a smooth transition between the elementary
school and the high school. Although educators argued that the developmental
requirements of students had not been met by the junior high schools, the junior high
school movement resulted in organizational changes that emphasized the needs of
maturing adolescents (Wiles, 1976). The dissatisfaction with the junior high school led to
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the emergence of the middle school (Kindred, 1981). Although the junior high school
movement placed greater importance on the needs of adolescents, it has been described as
promoting miniature high schools with sports teams, cheerleaders, and bands (Alexander,
1969). The teacher-focused instructional practices were more appropriate for high school
aged students than for adolescents (Anfara & Waks, 2000). In contrast, the middle school
concept supports the needs of adolescents and provides small learning communities in
which students and teachers can nurture positive relationships. Although the very first
middle school was established in Bay City, Michigan in 1950 (Manning, 2000), it was
some time before middle schools dominated the educational landscape (Herman, 2004).
Compounding the already present dissatisfaction with the junior high schools, on
October 5, 1957, the Soviet Union successfully launched the satellite Sputnik I into
space. The Sputnik I launch was perceived as evidence that American schools were
failures, since we were not the first nation in space. The humiliation of not being first into
space resulted in a huge national response that ultimately led to American dominance in
space when we were the first nation to put a man on the moon (Rutherford, 1998).
The Sputnik-related science education reform efforts of the 1950s and 1960s left a
great legacy. Although the crisis in science education occupied the central focus, the
peripheral issues that became the focus of the reform are noted by Rutherford (1998) and
each point has implications for middle level students:
•

Should, progressive, child-centered education or basic, discipline-centered
education have precedence in the schools?

•

Should priority be given to building the nation’s scientific capability or to creating
nationwide science literacy?
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•

Who should decide what students are supposed to learn: the school community
(teachers, school administrators, trustees, and parents) or university scholars
(scientists, mathematicians, and engineers, in our case)?

•

What should the balance be between the stability that comes with maintaining
traditional content and practices and the confusion that comes with the
introduction of major changes?
The Sputnik issue as it affected adolescent science education cannot be

comprehended well in isolation from the educational context in which it was immersed.
Further implications for middle level students are cited by Rutherford (1998), who
identified the main positive contributions to science education reform from the Sputnik I
Era as: (1) bringing the nation’s most prestigious scientists into the educational fold both
legitimized and elevated science education reform in the public eyes; (2) the course
development projects in which teachers and scientists collaborated accomplished more
curriculum development than either group working alone, resulting in scientists taking on
a less condescending attitude toward teachers and teachers giving less deference to
scientists; (3) the formation of a large group of individuals who became experts in
science education research and development, the National Science Foundation (NSF)
created numerous exemplary science learning resources from course development
projects such as the Chemical Study and the Harvard Project Physics; (4) increased
activity-oriented elementary science education as provided by science specialists created
a more investigative approach to learning science; and (5) numerous opportunities for
teachers to improve their science teaching skills at NSF institutes, where teachers learned
how to write proposals to receive funding for equipment and laboratory facilities.
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In 1963, William Alexander, later known as the father of the American middle
school, (McEwin, 1992) was serving as the Chairman of the Department of Education at
George Peabody College for Teachers in Nashville, Tennessee. In his role as chairman,
Alexander delivered the keynote address at “The Dynamic Junior High School”
conference for school administrators at Cornell University, in which he was later credited
with formulating the idea for middle schools. Alexander was reacting to the era’s Sputnik
academic scare in which more emphasis on science and math meant more homework for
most students, and less time and opportunities for homemaking, the fine arts, and
industrial arts (Meyer, 2011). Alexander pointed out that the pathway between the
elementary and high school was merely a foyer added at the front door of the high school,
in which junior high schools only adapted high school practices to fit the junior high
grades. The junior high schools were out of touch with the developmental needs of
preadolescent youngsters such as freedom to move, increases in health and physical
education, allowing them to participate in managing and planning their own activities,
and opportunities to explore new aspirations and interests rather than more emphasis on
academic subjects (Meyer, 2011).
The Civil Rights Era
As huge numbers of Baby Boomers came through elementary schools in the
1960s and early 1970s, middle schools emerged as a result of the overcrowding
(Alexander & George, 1981; Bossing & Crammer, 1965; Herman, 2004). During this
time, our country struggled with human rights issues and racial equality (George, 2005).
Schools became stages for social experimentation and a way in which justice and equality
could be attained for the greater society. Although reformists at the middle school level
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did advocate for the middle school concept, the more immediate issues such as
overcrowding and desegregation resulted in grade configuration changes. In the South,
students were moved from segregated K-8 schools to more integrated intermediate or 68-grade middle schools (Beane, 2006).
On May 17, 1954, the Supreme Court decision on the Brown v. Board of
Education provided the catalyst for the Civil Rights Movement. The Court unanimously
ruled that the separate but equal public schools for Blacks and Whites were
unconstitutional. Chief Justice Warren wrote the opinion for the court that it was the
responsibility of the state to guarantee educational equality:
Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and local
governments. Compulsory school attendance laws and the great expenditures for
education both demonstrate our recognition of the importance of education to our
democratic society. It is required in the performance of our most basic public
responsibilities, even service in the armed forces. It is the very foundation of good
citizenship. Today it is a principle instrument in awakening the child to cultural
values, in preparing him for later professional training, and in helping him to
adjust normally to his environment. In these days, it is doubtful that any child may
reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an
education. Such an opportunity where the state has undertaken to provide it is a
right, which must be made available to all on equal terms.
During the 1960s, educational inequality became a national concern (Crawford,
2011). Children who were poor and/or from ethnic or minority backgrounds were
receiving an appalling education (Crawford, 2011). The War on Poverty and the Civil
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Rights Movement created the political milieu for the 1965 Elementary and Secondary
Educational Act (ESEA). The primary purpose of the ESEA was to provide educationally
deprived children with a special education (Crawford, 2011). Children in middle schools
benefited greatly from an increase in government spending on education.
The Era of Accountability
The Era of Accountability began during the late 1970s, continues to have a
significant influence today, and coincides with substantial growth in the number of
middle schools in our country. The majority of students graduated from high school in
1970 started their education in kindergarten through sixth-grade elementary schools,
followed by seventh through ninth-grade junior high schools, and finished in 10th
through 12th-grade high schools (Elovitz, 2004). At this time there were only about 1,500
middle schools in existence. By the end of the century, there was a sevenfold increase to
about 11,500 middle schools (Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010).
As the number of American middle schools began to increase, Alexander and
George (1981) in their seminal work, The Exemplary Middle School, presented a new
middle school concept, stating middle school students have distinctive needs and
characteristics that cannot be viewed as merely a passageway to high school. In
particular, Alexander and George (1981) argued that middle school students are best
served through interdisciplinary team organization, which they described as a method to
organize the faculty so that a group of teachers share: (a) the same cohort of students, (b)
the same schedule, (c) the same area of the building, and (d) responsibility for lesson
planning, teaching, evaluating instruction, and curriculum.
During this period of substantial growth in middle schools, there existed a

27
political climate in which education found itself in the forefront. In 1979 during the
Carter Administration, the Department of Education had finally been elevated to the
cabinet level (Bell, 1988, as cited in Good, 2010). However, when President Ronald
Reagan took office in 1981, he made it known both from a personal stance and a party
platform that he wanted to eliminate the Department of Education, even though it had
attained a pinnacle status during the Carter Administration. Reagan saw the Department
of Education as an intrusion on state and local control of education.
Education policies during the Reagan Administration were deeply rooted in being
true to the original intent of the founding fathers (Stalling, 2002). In 1981, President
Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of Education, Terrell Bell, assembled a group of eclectic
education experts who became known as the National Commission on Excellence in
Education (NCEE). The NCEE assessed the quality of education in the United States. In
1983, the NCEE published A Nation at Risk, which in part warned that education was
becoming mediocre (Jones, 2004). The statistics in A Nation at Risk, such as millions of
adults being functionally illiterate and high school achievement tests lower now than
before Sputnik I caused sensationalism in the media (Graham, 2013).
Almost 30 years later, A Nation at Risk is still regarded as a major work of
educational history. There is significance behind its longevity. First, although there were
some political ramifications for the report, the intent was not to attack any particular
stakeholder in education, but rather to create changes that were necessary for education to
become a priority again in the United States. Secondly, the committee focused on
increasing excellence by addressing how to make the schools in the United States as high
performing as any elsewhere in the world. Lastly, the ideas of global competitiveness and

28
failure launched education as an important platform issue for Reagan and his successors,
even though he had voiced his desire to eliminate the Department of Education. He
indeed had an educational crisis on his hands. An unintended consequence A Nation at
Risk, therefore, was that it not only saved the Department of Education, but its
recommendations and theories gave education a position in the national and political
conversation (Good, 2010).
Education, in general and middle school in particular, continued in the national
spotlight as The Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development presented another vision
in its 1989 report, Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century. The
Council made eight recommendations for middle school educational improvement to: (1)
create small communities for learning, (2) teach a core academic program, (3) ensure
academic success for all students by shaping the educational program to fit the needs of
students, (4) empower teachers and administrators to make decisions about the
experiences of middle grade students, (5) staff middle grade schools with teachers who
are experts at teaching young adolescents, (6) improve academic performance through
fostering health and fitness, (7) reengage families in the education of young adolescents,
and (8) connect schools with communities (Carnegie, 1989).
In response to the publication of Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for
the 21st Century, several foundation-based middle school initiatives were established to
execute and support the recommendations in the document. The Carnegie Foundation
supported the Middle Grade School State Policy Initiative to promote statewide changes
in practice and policy, concentrating its funding initiatives to 15 states. Three other
initiatives created to advance middle school reform based on the suggestions put forth in
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Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century were Middle Start (W.K.
Kellogg Foundation, 1993, Michigan), the Illinois Middle Grades Network (Carnegie
Foundation, 1989, Illinois), and the Middle Grades Improvement Program (Lilly
Foundation, 1987, Indiana).
Following the initiatives implemented through Turning Points: Preparing
American Youth for the 21st Century educational reforms continued and by the 1990s,
President Clinton signed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. This legislation
established the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC). The
NESIC clearly established the federal role as providing broad guidelines but the states
would be responsible for the accountability. The NESIC, however, would still supervise
the state standards (Jones, 2004).
In 1995, the National Middle School Association (NMSA) reissued This We
Believe: Developmentally Responsible Middle Schools. The original position paper was
published 1982 and again in 1992. As Swain (1995) noted, the document “is not just a
revision but a re-vision of middle level education that more fully expresses their belief as
we approach the twenty-first century” (p. 8). Like the previous paper, the position
statement was neither definitive nor all-inclusive. Rather, it highlighted rudiments of both
philosophy and practice (Swain, 1995). Additionally, the guide defined developmental
characteristics of young adolescents in the categories of “intellect, physical, moral, social,
and emotional/psychological” (NMSA, 1995, pp. 36-38), and defined the purpose of the
middle school as follows:
The rationale for middle level schools is discussed in view of the characteristics
and needs of young adolescents as well as the rapid changes in society. Six
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characteristics of the young adolescent educational programs are identified, which
when operational, would enable schools to make the most appropriate program
decisions. These are: (1) educators committed to young adolescents, (2) a shared
vision of middle level education, (3) high expectations for all students, (4) an
adult advocate for every student’s academic and personal development, (5) family
and community partnerships, and (6) a positive school climate. (Swain, 1995, p.
1)
In 1996, middle school education came under critical eyes with the release of the
Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) and the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scores. Middle schools were accused of
compromising academic rigor for over-concern with social and emotional development
(Manzo, 2001; Schmidt et al., 2001). TIMMS reported that elementary students in the
United States had scores that exceeded the international average and were ranked in the
top eight of nations in mathematics. The 8th-grade scores, however, plummeted to below
the international average of 41 nations (Ahuja, 2006). According to Schmidt et al. (2001),
TIMSS 8th-grade data clearly showed that something had happened in previous grades in
the areas of mathematics (Schmidt et al., 2001, p. 86). “Not only do we have great
variability across districts, but by international standards our eighth-grade students are
exposed to sixth-grade content” (p. 17). Additionally, since 1990, NAEP scores have
remained unimpressive. Eighth-grade mathematics scores have increased only slightly.
Eighth-grade reading scores in 2004 were flat. The high achieving fourth-grade students’
scores leveled off and then dropped in the middle years (Yecke, 2005, p. 1).
Following the decade of reports showing less than stellar academic performance,
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Turning Points 2000 offered recommendations based on the knowledge acquired during
the previous decade. Specifically, Turning Points 2000 suggestions included: (a) a
rigorous curriculum based on standards of what students should know and be able to do
with relevancy to their lives; (b) teaching methods for higher student achievement
towards lifelong learning; (c) teaching staff comprised of middle school experts engaged
in ongoing professional development; (d) learning communities to foster intellectual and
caring development; (e) democratic governance; (f) a safe, healthy environment that
develops ethical, caring citizens; and (g) involving parents to support student health in
addition to their learning environment (Jackson & Davis, 2000, pp. 23-24).
The Standards Movement
The last and present stage in the evolution of American education has presented
sweeping changes starting with President George W. Bush. Three days after taking office
in January 2001, he announced the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) bill, stating, “These
reforms express my deep belief in our public schools and their mission to build the mind
and character of every child, from every background, in every part of America.” Less
than a year later, G. W. Bush signed NCLB into law, requiring all states to implement
annual standardized assessments to receive federal funding. In response to these federal
expectations of greater academic accountability, numerous states developed assessment
programs to measure student achievement by utilizing standardized testing instruments
(Finn et al., 2006).
Middle level students were directly affected by NCLB legislation due to an
increased importance placed upon the use of data to assess schools, students, teachers,
and administrators at their grade level. All school districts in the nation receiving federal
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funding must administer achievement tests in mathematics and reading to 8th-grade
students, as well as other grades. Title I funds are to be distributed to the poorest districts
and are tied to measurable progress toward goals. The admirable purpose is, of course,
that every child will be successful (Jones, 2004). Schools that fail to make adequate
yearly progress face sanctions such as loss of control and changes in personnel.
NCLB actually reauthorized the ESEA, while also allowing Bush to incorporate
his strategies and principles. These strategies and principles included increased
accountability for schools, more flexibility and local control, greater options for parents
and students attending failing Title I schools, and reliance on proven teaching practices.
A solid commitment that every child can read by the close of third-grade would be
implemented through the President’s Reading First initiative. The most notable
component of the reauthorization plan was the requirement that all states create
challenging state standards that each would measure by their annual state assessment to
be measured against a national benchmark examination (Stalling, 2002).
In 2009, President Barack Obama signed an economic-stimulus package, the
American Recovery Reinvestment Act (AARA). Providing an excellent education for all
children, especially students in middle grades, is vital to the economic future of the
United States. Our country’s economic competitiveness requires that all children receive
an education that will enable them to succeed in a world economy that necessitates
innovation and knowledge. Over $800 billion was designated for education through the
AARA. The AARA has provided the incentives for states to create substantial education
overhaul plans, diminish teacher layoffs, and stimulate the national conversation about
improving the worst performing schools (McNeil, 2011).
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In the report issued by the Domestic Policy Council Executive Office of the
President in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Education, the Educational Impact
of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act purported that state and local
governments usually provide over 90 percent of the provisions to fund elementary and
secondary education. Given the economic slowdown and decline in state revenues in
2008, many states were faced with budget deficits. As a result, many state policymakers
were preparing for substantial funding cuts for elementary and secondary teachers,
principals, and support staff, which would directly affect students in middle grades. In
response to the economic crisis affecting education, the AARA appropriated almost $50
billion for the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. The Department of Education administered
the funding to sustain and create jobs in education and advance the reform efforts. The
ARRA is also advancing President Obama’s goal to deliver a complete and competitive
education to every child in America, so that our nation can again lead the world by
producing the highest percentage of college graduates in the world by 2020 (McNeil,
2011).
In July 2015, the U.S. Senate passed the Every Child Achieves Act (ECAA) to
replace the NCLB and curb federal involvement in local school systems. The legislation
prevents the federal government from creating incentives and mandates for academic
standards including Common Core. Additionally, the ECAA restores state control over
academic standards allowing the states to develop their own accountability plans. States
and school districts are allowed to use existing federal funding to enhance state earlychildhood education. The ECAA also includes legislation to increase Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) education through state –level
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award funding to develop or bolster STEM-focused schools or programs within schools.
Moreover, the law enables the U.S. Department of Education to identify STEM needs
within states and school districts so as to align existing STEM programs to avoid
duplication. STEM is necessary to provide the educational foundation needed to bolster
the economy and the jobs of the future. (“Senate Passes, “2015)
Evolution Summary
Having reviewed the history of education, it is evident that the evolution of
American education has achieved great progress from its 17th century roots, to the
technologically advanced classrooms of the 21st century. Political, social, and economic
factors drove massive changes in education throughout the centuries. The political
influences emerged from as early as some of our founding fathers’ support of the notion
of public education to eventually volumes of legislation molding education policy
throughout numerous presidential administrations. As political changes were unfolding,
social transformations through the centuries have influenced education through massive
immigration, the migration from rural areas to cities, human, and civil rights. Meanwhile,
economic factors such as the demand for factory workers, global competition, and school
overcrowding from huge numbers of Baby Boomers affected American education.
Throughout the evolution of education, 10 to14-year-old children have enrolled in a
variety of grade configurations. The next section will compare and contrast grade
configurations through a number of research studies.
Grade Configurations
As societies change, education develops to meet the needs of people beyond that
which their families can provide. As discussed above, the configuration of grades
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reflected the era in which the schools emerged (Alexander & George, 1981; Anfara &
Waks, 2000; Eliot, 1898 as cited in Brough, 1995; Elovitz, 2004; George, 2005; Herman,
2004; Kindred 1981; Lounsbury, 1992; McEwin, 1992; Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010;
Swain, 1995). Teaching to the unique group of children in the middle years of their
school careers has created challenges for teachers. In this section, a review of the relevant
research is examined. In this regard, the researcher considered the pros (for) and contras
(against) of the 6-8 middle school concept, as well as examination of the positive and
questionable attributes of the K-8 school model.
6-8 Middle School Pros
Although K-8 buildings are replacing some middle schools, middle schools still
prevail in many areas, and many still advocate for the 6-8 middle school concept (Beane,
2006; George, 2005; Hough, 2005; Lounsbury, 2010; McEwin et al., 2004; McEwin &
Green, 2011; Pardini, 2002; Styron, 2008; Weiss & Kipnes, 2006). The middle school
configuration of grades 6-8 is preparation for the rigors of high school, whereby
youngsters in middle schools are removed from the elementary setting. This is important
because middle and elementary school teachers have dissimilar pedagogical philosophies.
As Elowitz (2007) noted, “Youngsters who are in middle grades have very different
social, intellectual, and developmental needs than kindergarten through fourth-grade
students hence the need for middle schools” (p. 29). These students who are 10 to 14years-old are pubescent and are developing into young adults, rather than still being
children like their kindergarten through fourth-grade underclassmen.
Various research studies exist which offer support for the middle school concept,
and in this section, some of these studies will be highlighted. In The Exemplary Middle
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School, George (2005) of the University of Florida voiced concerns about youngsters
being slighted as they are rushed off to K-8 schools. He makes the case for 6-8-grade
middle schools in that these students need: (a) highly qualified teachers, (b)
interconnected learning communities, (c) mentoring programs, and (d) rigorous and
relevant curriculum focused on their needs and interests. These kinds of resources are
more likely available in middle schools than in K-8 buildings (George, 2005).
Advocates of the middle school concept argue their position on the grounds that
only this approach is truly developmentally responsive to youngsters. The small learning
communities satisfy youngsters’ need for security and belonging. A family-like
atmosphere fulfills a need for support through the challenges of puberty. An integrated
curriculum provides students with contextual relevance as they search for meaning within
their education. Lastly, middle school teachers are trained differently, so as to teach and
relate specifically to middle school youngsters rather than to younger or older students
(Beane & Lipka, 2006).
Beyond developmental philosophy, research is generally supportive of the 6-8
middle school model. Weiss and Kipnes (2006) employed multilevel modeling and a
comparative sample in their study of 8th-grade students in 93 Philadelphia schools. Their
study questioned whether differences in 8th-grade academic and nonacademic outcomes
changed based on the type of grade configuration, and if the differences were due to
varied student composition. The eight variables analyzed in this study were: (1) grades,
(2) number of failed subjects, (3) absenteeism, (4) number of suspensions, (5) feelings of
safety, (6) feelings of self-esteem, (7) the number of student threats, and (8) the degree
students liked school. The results of the Weiss and Kipnes (2006) research resulted in no
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significant differences in any of the outcomes except self-esteem and threats. According
to Weiss and Kipnes, the results “offer little support for reformers seeking to improve
students’ performance in the middle grades by eliminating middle schools” (p. 264).
Two years later, Styron (2008) headed a research project examining student
achievement in four low performing and five high performing 6-8 middle schools in a
Southern rural state. The participants included 112 teachers from low-performing 6-8
middle schools and 171 teachers from high-performing 6-8 middle schools.
Questionnaires were used to obtain data about middle school practices, school health, and
school climate. The study revealed that the greater the implementation of the middle
school model, the higher the student achievement when components such as common
planning periods, interdisciplinary teaming, and advisory classes are in place (Styron,
2008).
A year later, McEwin and Green (2011) conducted two national studies, which
carried on the legacy of four previous studies within the last 40 years, having results that
mirrored Styron’s (2008). In the first national study, 827 public middle schools were
randomly selected to assess the overall status of practices and programs. The second
study solicited data from 101 of America’s most successful middle schools selected from
the Schools to Watch list, to determine the nature of their practices and programs. The
results showed that as the middle school model is implemented with more fidelity, the
student achievement is higher. McEwin and Greene (2011) concluded, “While gains have
been made in some areas, the tenets of middle level education remain far from being
universally implemented” (p. 57).

38
6-8 Middle School Contras
While many tout the advantages of middle schools, others do not. Some believe
that a number of middle schools became middle schools in name only, whereby the junior
high school signs were simply replaced with middle school signs, and that which
occurred within the walls remained unchanged (Epstein, 1990; George et al., 1992; Oakes
et al., 1993). Middle schools continued to be impersonal, large, curriculum-driven
institutions (Cook et al., 2008).
Indeed, middle schools are losing popularity as headlines across the nation such
as, “Mayhem in the Middle,” “Are Middle Schools Bad for Kids?” and “Muddle in the
Middle” highlight their shortcomings (Beane & Lipka, 2006). Middle schools have come
under fire as findings purport over-crowded classrooms resulting in serious behavior
concerns, safety issues, the perception of larger buildings with greater student
enrollments being less safe, and diminishing academic achievement. Large school
districts such as New York City, Philadelphia, and Baltimore (Rockoff & Lockwood,
2010), and most recently in 2010 the Charlotte-Mecklenburg District in North Carolina
(West & Schwerdt, 2012), have embraced the K-8 configuration.
There are research studies that do not favor middle schools in their results.
Researchers Cook, MacCoun, Muschkin and Vigdor (2006) studied public schools in
North Carolina, the state that led the trend of including 6th-grade students in their middle
school configuration. They examined whether 6th-grade should be in elementary or
middle school by analyzing the impact of grade configuration on final 6th-grade test
scores and discipline infractions. In the study, researchers compared 6th-grade students in
379 middle schools to those who were not in middle school and found the former group
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of students particularly vulnerable to discipline problems and achievement loss. When
6th-grade students are in contact with older youngsters in middle school settings, they
tend to have more discipline problems lingering through their academic careers (Cook et
al., 2006).
Two other empirical studies support the argument against middle schools, finding,
that students who experience only one transition, for example, from 8th-grade to high
school, are less inclined to experience a decrease in their academic performance than
their peers who transition to middle school and eventually are promoted to high school.
One study analyzed students in New York City (Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010) and the
other examined student performance in Florida (West & Schwerdt, 2011).
Rockoff and Lockwood (2010) examined the effect of different grade
configurations on academic achievement, student enrollment, and the demographics of
New York City children, as they examined 10 years of data for students who entered
third-grade between the 1998-99 through 2007-08 academic years. The study followed
the students for six years, until most had finished the 8th-grade. They isolated the impact
of attending a 6-8 middle school from numerous other factors that influence student
performance. Individual students were tracked to assess how their achievement evolved
compared to that of their peers as they continued from grades three to eight, thus using
each student as their own control group. Researchers found that middle school students’
academic performance was lower and continued to diminish throughout their time in
middle school as compared to their peers who continued to attend K-8 schools (Rockoff
& Lockwood, 2010).
In a study similar to Rockoff and Lockwood’s (2010), West and Schwerdt (2011)
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followed Florida students for eight years. Their research followed these students into high
school to determine whether the negative effects of middle school found in Rockoff and
Lockwood’s New York City study persisted beyond 8th grade. Florida’s diversity and
size enabled researchers to study the effects of middle school transitions for students not
just in urban settings as was seen in New York City, but also in suburban and rural school
districts. Schwerdt and West used statewide mathematics and reading data for all students
in Florida public schools during the 2000-2001 through 2008-2009 school years. When
students attended middle schools, their mathematics and reading achievement declined
substantially and continued that trajectory later in the middle school grades. Further
research was done in Florida’s largest school district, Miami-Dade with a student
population of over 345,000. Schwerdt and West found the negative effects of middle
school to be even more pronounced in the Miami-Dade School District than for the rest
of the state.
Another study on middle school achievement occurred in Philadelphia. The
Philadelphia School District provided data for both configurations, as some schools
remained as middle schools and others were converted to K-8 schools. The Philadelphia
Educational Longitudinal Study (PELS) cohort of 2,000 students was studied from the
end of 8th-grade in 1996 to three years past their on-time graduation in 2003. Byrnes and
Ruby (2007) used the PELS data to study achievement and found the achievement of
those who also attended a middle school to be lower than K-8 students.
Earlier research (Alspaugh, 1995; Byrnes & Ruby, 2007; Weiss & Kippes, 2006)
found the transition to middle school is often associated with a decline in educational
performance, lower self-esteem, and increased suspension rates. These studies employed
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cross-sectional data, whereas Rockoff and Lockwood (2010) used longitudinal data.
Therefore, the effect of grade configuration is unclear.
K-8 School Pros
K-8 schools have found renewed popularity as many large, urban school districts
are gradually eliminating middle schools since some attendance and achievement gains
have been recognized through sustaining the stability of the elementary school
environment (Byrnes & Ruby, 2007; Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010). Taking youngsters as
young as 10 and removing them from a familiar, stable educational environment and
having them transition to a middle school has not produced positive effects in some
studies (Pardini, 2002). The term elemiddle was coined by Hough (2005), whose research
found that children in K-8 buildings score higher on achievement tests than their peers in
middle schools.
Some possible benefits for students in K-8 schools are gains on achievement tests,
more parental support, and some obvious financial benefits such having elementary and
high school buildings, thus eliminating the middle school buildings saving on
administrative and facilities costs (Herman, 2004). K-8 buildings also result in one less
school building transition for students (Erb, 2006; West & Schwerdt, 2012).
Research on this topic dates as far back as the 1970s. Moore (1983) conducted a
comparison study using 1,409 school children in nine K-8 and nine junior high schools in
New York City. The results indicated that the achievement of K-8 students in the study
surpassed their peer in junior high schools. In addition, Moore added reading
achievement analysis to his study and reported reading scores of the K-8 students were
higher than their junior high school peers.
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In 1987, similar findings were reported by researchers Simmons and Blythe
(1987) who studied more than 924 children in Milwaukee starting in the 6th-grade and
following students through the 8th-grade as some continued onto junior high schools and
some remained in K-8 buildings. The researchers controlled for teacher-student ratios,
teacher education, and student race and ethnicity. Simmons and Blythe found that the
students who remained in the K-8 buildings showed greater self-esteem, less
victimization, increased participation in extra-curricular activities, healthier development
as they progressed through puberty, higher grade point averages, and higher academic
performance, especially in mathematics.
In another study, Offenburg (2001) studied pupils whom the Philadelphia District
promoted from either K-8 schools or middle schools into high school, to determine
whether academic increases or losses from either grade configuration were sustained over
time. Offenburg used multivariate regression analyses to control for race and poverty
while analyzing student achievement and school performance from 40 middle schools
and 40 K-8 schools. He found that students from K-8 buildings had significantly stronger
Scholastic Achievement Test Ninth Edition scores in reading, math, and science than
their middle school peers. They also had higher grade point averages and 11 percent more
of them were admitted into the special application high schools than their peers from
middle schools. Offenburg also found that as the number of students per grade increased,
the achievement rates of middle schools and K-8 schools became similar. This result
suggests that grade configurations might not be the only factor in student performance,
but that the number of pupils per grade usually lower in K-8 buildings carries significant
meaning.
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Other studies in both large and small school districts study bore the same findings.
The Baltimore study (Yakimowski & Connolly, 2001) examined two cohorts of students:
407 who attended K-8 schools, and 2,464 who started out in kindergarten through 5thgrade schools and then continued on in middle schools. The results showed students who
attended K-8 schools scored higher on standardized achievement tests in reading,
mathematics, and English language arts, as well as on the required state mathematics
assessments than their middle school peers. Additionally, these students also were
admitted into the competitive high schools at a rate exceeding 70 percent, whereas their
middle school peers were accepted at only a 54 percent rate (Yakimowski & Connolly,
2001)). Similarly, Alspaugh (1995) who studied 16 rural and small-town districts in
Missouri, found that students who attended K-8 schools experienced less achievement
loss in the transition to high school than students making the transition from middle
schools. “The findings imply that students placed in relatively small cohort groups for
long spans of time experience more desirable outcomes” (Alspaugh, 1995, p. 25).
Apparently, other school leaders agree. Reformers in Massachusetts,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Tennessee, Oklahoma, Maryland, and New York, and the large
urban districts of Cincinnati, Cleveland, Philadelphia, and Baltimore, are challenging the
idea that middle school is a better approach to educating young adolescent children
(Rockoff & Lockwood, 2010). Within the last decade, Cleveland, Denver, Milwaukee
Philadelphia, Phoenix, and other districts formed K-8 schools in hopes of attaining
similar student outcomes: increased academic performance, improved behavior, and a
smoother transition into high school. Ultimately, some school leaders believe they will
have more control over the education process (Patton, 2005).
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K-8 School Contras
In contrast to the evidence presented above, there are a number of reasons K-8
schools might not serve the best interests of young adolescents. Many K-8 settings may
not concentrate on the middle school grades as a transition period. Within an elementary
setting, there might not be a focus on the changing needs of students moving onto high
school. There could be less emphasis on how 10 to 14-year-old children are changing
intellectually, emotionally, and physically at a quickened rate they will never again
experience in their lives (Swain, 1995).
Beyond a lack of focus on developmental transitions, K-8 buildings might not
provide specific programs for their 6-8 students such as interdisciplinary teams of
teachers, flexible scheduling for extended activities, exploratory classes, and
extracurricular after-school activities. Therefore, these youngsters might not be given the
flexible learning environment that enables them to have a balance between choice and
structure (Ecker, 2002). Additionally, in some districts such as Philadelphia, K-8
buildings are funded differently than middle schools. The schools are not always given an
assistant principal or police officer, and in order to secure these resources they must
solicit funds from elsewhere. Finally, the guidance counselor at a K-8 building is
responsible for a span of nine grades rather than three at a middle school (Look, 2011).
Grade Configuration Summary
Having established the research context for 6-8 middle school and K-8
configuration, there are compelling arguments for both. Educators have pondered
whether a relationship exists between grade level configuration and academic
achievement. Over 10 years ago it was cited that not enough empirical research existed to
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draw any conclusions. Factors such as teacher experience, size of the school, and the
socioeconomic status of the students had to be controlled (Pagin & Fager, 1997). Since
this time, a number of studies in large urban areas have indicated that students in K-8
buildings outperform those in middle schools (Herman, 2004). The question remains,
however, whether the grade configuration of schools in a region of the Midwest affects
the academic achievement of those students.
Chapter II Summary
Educating adolescents has been an area of concern since the mid-19th century
(Pratt, 1986). Although the first model for middle school education developed in the oneroom schoolhouse, it has been within the last 50 years that the middle school movement
has nurtured the developmental needs of 10 to 14-year-old children (Swain, 1995). The
middle school movement emerged from dissatisfaction with junior high schools
(Kindred, 1981). The literature indicates that middle schools were also established for
fiscal (Alexander & George, 1981; Bossing & Crammer, 1965; Herman, 2004), political
(Beane, 2006), and sociological (Meyer et al., 1977) reasons. The literature also reveals
that although the developmental needs of adolescents are important, there has been the
suggestion that these needs have taken precedence over academic rigor as evident in the
TIMSS report (Manzo, 2001; Schmidt et al., 2001). The NCLB legislation has also
influenced middle school education, as administrators strive to comply with requirements
to attain adequate yearly progress (Finn et al., 2006).
Educators, parents, and policymakers are interested in the best education possible
for our youngsters. The period in the middle grades is of particular concern as students
prepare for their future. The literature supports the notion that when comparing students
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attending K-8 schools in some large urban as well as some small rural schools with
students attending 6-8 middle schools, the former group outperforms the latter (Beane &
Lipka, 2006; Blair, 2008; Byrnes & Ruby, 2007; Coladarci & Hancock, 2002; Gewertz,
2004; Herman, 2004; Hough, 2005; Look, 2001; Offenburg, 2001; Pagin & Fager, 1997;
Pardini, 2002; Renchler, 2002; Reeves, 2002; Simmons & Blyth, 1987; Viader, 2008;
Weiss, 2006; Yakimowski & Connolly, 2001; Yeckie, 2005).
Despite research findings, proponents of 6-8 middle schools perceive their
programs as superior in providing a developmentally responsive approach to educating
10 to 14-year-old students. The family-like atmosphere fulfills students’ needs for
emotional support, an integrated curriculum provides students with contextual relevance
as they search for meaning within their education, and middle school teachers are trained
differently to teach and relate specifically to middle school youngsters rather than to
older or younger students (Beane & Lipka, 2006).
Although there is a body of literature that touts the benefits of both middle school
and K-8 school models, there is a shortage of research showing academic growth between
grades within different configured schools. My research attempted to determine if there
was a difference between 6th and 8th-grade academic growth and attendance within K-8
schools, compared to that growth and attendance in 6-8-grade middle schools. The
following chapter, Methodology of the Study, examines the research methods that were
used to conduct this study.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY
Results from prior research concerning the academic performance of cohorts of
students who attended K-8 schools versus middle schools are mixed. Yet, few studies had
examined conditional factors that may explain the differences in student performance
when comparing the performance of students in K-8 schools and their corresponding
counterparts who attended the traditional 6-8 middle school configuration. This study
investigated whether demographic characteristics, including race, gender, Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities, influenced differences in 6th and
8th-grade students who attended K-8 configured schools as compared to those students
who attended schools with a 6-8 middle school configuration in a Midwestern state.
Therefore, the grade level data of each sixth-grade class for a school and then the eighthgrade class for that same school two years later were captured to determine whether there
were significant improvements in mathematics, reading, and chronically absent
attendance rates. The data were drawn from all 78 schools within the study. The sections
below outline the methodology used to conduct the study. Specifically, these sections
describe the study’s: (a) research hypotheses, (b) research design, (c) instrumentation, (d)
data collection procedures, and (e) data analysis.
Hypotheses
The overarching purpose of this study was to determine whether students who
attended a K-8 school were more likely to have higher student performance in
mathematics and reading and better chronically absent attendance rates than students who
attended a 6-8 middle school configuration. Additionally, this study also sought to
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determine whether there were selected variables that may have an influence on these
differences (e.g., race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and student
disabilities). To fulfill this purpose, the following hypotheses were tested and examined:
1

Students who attended K-8 configured schools will exhibit statistically significant
improvement on the state assessment examination in mathematics from 6th to 8thgrade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings.
Independent variable: School configuration
Continuous independent variables (covariate): Chronically absent school
attendance rate
Dependent variable: State achievement examination average scaled scores in
mathematics

2

Students who attended K-8 configured schools will exhibit statistically significant
improvement on the state assessment examination in reading from 6th to 8thgrade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings.
Independent variable: School configuration
Continuous independent variables (covariate): Chronically absent school
attendance rate
Dependent variable: State achievement examination average scaled scores in
reading

3

There will be a statistically significant improvement on the state assessment
examination in mathematics of students attending K-8 schools from 6th to 8thgrade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings when
controlling for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with
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disabilities.
Independent variable: School configuration
Continuous independent variables (covariates): Race, gender, Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities
Dependent variable: State achievement examination average scaled scores in
mathematics
4

There will be a statistically significant improvement on the state assessment
examination in reading of students attending K-8 schools from 6th to 8th-grade as
compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings when
controlling for race gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with
disabilities.
Independent variable: School configuration
Continuous independent variables (covariates): Race, gender, Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities
Dependent variable: State achievement examination average scaled scores in
reading

5

Students who attended K-8 configured schools will exhibit a statistically
significant improvement in their school attendance rates for chronically absent
students from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8
middle school buildings.
Independent variable: School configuration
Dependent variable: Chronically absent school attendance rate

6

There will be a statistically significant improvement in school attendance rates for
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K-8 chronically absent students from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers
who attended 6-8 middle school buildings when controlling for race, gender, Free
and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities.
Independent variable: School configuration
Continuous independent variables (covariates): Race, gender, Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities
Dependent variable: Chronically absent school attendance rate
Research Design
The research design employed in this study was a longitudinal nonequivalent
comparison groups design using post-hoc analysis of existing data (Cook & Campbell,
1979; Creswell, 2008). The overall design for this study is depicted below in Figure 1.

O1

X + O2

O1

X - O2

Figure 1. Nonequivalent Groups Design.
In this particular design, there was no random assignment of groups for this study
since the schools were chosen based on the criterion that they had either a K-8 or 6-8
configuration in both 2009 and 2011. The study sought to determine whether there were
statistically significant improvements in the academic growth and school attendance rates
for chronically absent students who attended K-8-grade schools as compared to those
students who attended traditional 6-8 grade middle schools. A longitudinal nonequivalent
groups research design was used in this study because of the between-group nature of the
samples and the application of a perceived treatment as from either K-8 grade or the 6-8
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middle school configuration (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Creswell, 2008).
The schools selected for this study were members of the MCEA, founded in 1972
by eight core cities that convened to develop the association, its task forces, and other
advocacy and educational services for its member districts. Over the years, the MCEA
has grown into a consortium of over 30 urban school districts committed to improving
educational opportunities for urban students.
The MCEA school district data were taken from the CEPI, and where available,
the state’s website. The CEPI collects and reports data about this Midwestern state’s
kindergarten through 12th-grade public schools. Moreover, the CEPI’s initiative in data
collection and reporting supports school districts’ compliance with the federal NCLB Act
of 2001 and the state Department of Education’s accreditation plan, Education Yes!
There were several advantages for the use of this research design. One advantage
was data were readily available through the CEPI. The use of the CEPI website enabled
the researcher to select a specific year of data for thousands of students in 24 school
districts throughout this Midwestern state. Another advantage of this design was that it
did not require any collecting of data from potential participants because the data
identified in this study were maintained through the state’s data management system.
Therefore, because the study relied upon the state’s database, there were no concerns
about accessing student data records, protecting student anonymity, permission
requirements, and obtaining student data from participating school districts.
Instrumentation
Data for this study were taken primarily from this Midwestern state’s Department
of Education Center for Educational Performance and Information (CEPI) database. As
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previously mentioned, the CEPI coordinates collection and reporting of education data. In
this study, data concerning students’ mean scaled scores on the state’s mathematics and
reading assessment, as well as chronic absentee rates were utilized. The state’s 2011
technical report in collaboration with the state Department of Education Bureau of
Assessment and Accountability (BAA) provided evidence to support the reliability and
validity of the state assessment. The sections below describe the validity and reliability
results of the assessment as described in the report, providing proof that the data obtained
produced valid and reliable results for this study.
Validity
Validity refers to the extent to which an assessment measures what it was
intended to measure based on the evidence and theoretical support for the interpretations
of the assessment scores (MEAP Technical Report, 2011). Every year, test validation is
conducted on the state assessment; thereby, this ongoing process accumulates and
reviews much evidence from a variety of sources to further refine assessments and make
recommendations for future tests using content and curricular validity, criterion and
construct validity, and validity evidence for different student populations.
Many current and former state educators, as well as educators from other states,
were employed as independent contractors to write questions specifically to measure
objectives in the content standards for the state assessment. Employing a varied source of
item developers from a variety of backgrounds provides a system for checking the
question development and review, which eliminated single source bias.
From the inception of the state assessment, a committee of educators, assessment
experts, item development experts, and BAA staff met annually to review field-tested and
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new items. This process provided many opportunities for these professionals to assess the
appropriateness, difficulty, and fairness of these items so as to improve the state
assessment to ensure the test validity. Additionally these professionals checked for
alignment between the items and the content standards they were intended to measure.
The experts found that the alignment between the standards and the assessments was
acceptable.
Although the state assessment did not have any criterion-related validity to report,
the BAA provided evidence of construct validity, as it showed tests scores were strongly
related to the factors to which they should have been related (e.g., prior academic
achievement) and not strongly related to factors to which they should not be related (e.g.,
student demographics), which required at least two years of data for each student. The
primary validity evidence of the state assessment lay in the content standards measured.
Additionally, much effort has been put forth to scrutinize the items and their possible
effect on subgroups (i.e., demographics) of the state’s population, and two types of
differential item functioning (DIF) were applied to the state assessment program through
editorial bias review and statistical DIF analyses.
Per BAA, every effort possible was made to have eliminated items that may have
had cultural biases. The editorial bias review included biased items based on status,
stereotype, familiarity, offensive choice of words, and others. Any items that were
deemed potentially biased were edited to remove the bias, if possible; otherwise, the
items were eliminated. DIF statistics were used to identify items on which participants in
a focal group had different probabilities of answering the items correctly from
participants of a reference group after they were matched by means of the ability level of
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the test. In the state assessment DIF analyses, the total raw score on the core questions
was used as an ability-matching variable and two comparisons were made for each item,
such as male versus female. Field-testing, extensive item analyses, and further data
review were also conducted to eliminate any possible bad and/or statistically biased
questions. Data within the field-test items and operational questions were again analyzed.
Additionally, detailed data and item review processes were conducted to establish
complete item statistics.
To conclude, the BAA reported that much time and effort has been taken within
the process of test development to ensure that the questions are fair and representative of
the content standards. Great care has been taken to eliminate items that may have ethnic,
gender, or cultural biases through the qualitative content review and DIP analyses.
Reliability
Reliability refers to the precision and consistency of the scores obtained from an
assessment (MEAP Technical Report, 2011). The specific concern is the consistency with
which the test measures either the same individual on different occasions or with
equivalent sets of questions. Measures of reliability enabled the state to estimate what
proportion of the total score variance was associated with random errors of measurement
in which internal consistency, empirical item response theory (IRT) reliability estimates,
and conditional standard error of measurement were used.
Internal consistency is a measure of how well test items worked together to
measure the content. This was measured using the coefficient alpha for each grade and
subject in the forms of low and high ranges, as well as median values. Grade level
median IRT reliabilities for 6th and 8th-grade mathematics were .88 and .91, respectively
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and for 6th and 8th-grade reading were .88 and .91, respectively. The state assessments,
therefore, have a satisfactory degree of internal consistency as indicated by coefficient
alphas. Similar conclusions were drawn from comparisons between subgroups, indicating
the state assessments are equally reliable for different subgroups.
In IRT, the precision of a test is shown by the standard error of the theta
associated with each theta estimate and the test information function, also conditional on
theta, making it possible to derive an empirical IRT reliability from the data produced by
IRT analysis. In comparing the IRT between various subgroups, there was no evidence of
differences; therefore, the state assessment tests are expected to be equally reliable for
various subgroups.
Lastly the conditional standard error of measurement information was reported
within the test form, grade, and subject. The plotted results showed that as the test
information function increased, the conditional standard error of measurement decreased
and the converse held true.
Data Collection Procedures
Prior to data collection, an application was submitted to the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) at Western Michigan University to obtain
authorization to conduct this research. No human subjects were directly involved in this
study. Therefore, issues related to participants such as benefits, threats, and risks were not
a concern with this study. Consequently, approval to conduct this study was approved by
the HSIRB. This letter can be found in Appendix E.
Data were obtained from the MCEA member school districts through the CEPI’s
database for the 2009-10 and 2011-12 academic school years. The achievement scores
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came from 6th-grade students who took the Midwestern state’s achievement tests in
mathematics and reading in the fall of 2009, as 6th grade students, and again in the fall of
2011, when they took the test as 8th-grade students.
The population in this study was comprised of students from within the MCEA
consortium of 24 urban school districts that contained at least one K-8 and/or 6-8 middle
school. Student data from these schools were reviewed and compiled into a single Excel
software database and entered into the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS), version 23.
State achievement test data were reported as average scaled scores, standard
deviation of the scaled scores, and the four performance levels (i.e., advanced, proficient,
partially proficient, and not proficient). Mean scaled scores were reported as the average
scores after equating from form-to-form and year-to-year so that if there were any
variations, these deviations would be only minimal. Therefore, the state made it possible
to compare scaled scores from the same grade and subject against each other, regardless
of the year, or the assessment form.
The assessment scaled scores within each subject area fell within ranges.
Performance levels descriptors were attached to these ranges. Therefore, a student’s
proficiency was reflected in one of four levels: advanced (level 1), proficient (level 2),
partially proficient (level 3), and not proficient (level 4).
The state assessment reports were downloaded, printed, and the pertinent data
listed on a Microsoft Excel sheet. This information was later categorized as the percent of
students who met proficiency, as defined by the percentage of students who scored either
within levels 1 or 2, the average scaled scores, and the standard deviations for the scaled
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scores.
After obtaining state assessment data, the state attendance data were also obtained
from the CEPI website. The attendance data compared the days students attended school
divided by the total days of possible attendance. The attendance data available for this
research compared students who were chronically absent. The CEPI defined chronically
absent students as those students who missed more than 10 days of school within a given
school year. Although this definition also defines truancy as more than 10 unexcused
absences, the CEPI report does not differentiate between excused and unexcused
absences. Additionally, the CEPI required that attendance be reported for all school days
where students attended all, or part, of the school day.
The attendance data reports indicated the grade level, student count, and a
percentage rate of attendance. All attendance rates were computed using the same basic
calculation of the number of days actually attended divided by the number of days
scheduled. For those students who were chronically absent, their rate of attendance was
computed using the aforementioned basic calculation. After each chronically absent
student’s attendance percentage was calculated, then those percentages were added
together and divided by the number of students resulting in the chronically absent student
attendance rate. The reports were downloaded, printed, and the percentages transferred to
a Microsoft Excel sheet.
Additional precautions were taken to ensure the privacy of the subjects, their
schools, and corresponding school districts. Any reference to schools was made in a
general manner so as to not disclose any specific information about the MCEA districts.
The K-8 schools were assigned numbers such as K8-1, K8-2, and so forth. Likewise, the
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6-8 middle schools were designated as MS-1, MS-2, and so forth.
Finally, all data from this study will be retained in a secured cabinet in the office
of the principal investigator for three years, as this will comply with the federal
regulations as stated in the HSIRB application. The data will be retained longer if
Western Michigan University has additional retention requirements.
Data Analysis
Data obtained from the CEPI database were analyzed using SPSS in order to
perform the appropriate statistical tests. According to Creswell (2008), descriptive
statistics are used to describe general tendencies in data. Descriptive statistics were
obtained for the mean and standard deviation for school types for the DVs of the
difference between 6th and 8th-grade for K-8 and 6-8 schools, i.e., mathematics average
scaled scores, reading average scaled scores, and chronically absent attendance rates.
These values did not include any adjustments made by the use of a covariate in the
analysis.
ANCOVA
Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) is a test used to determine whether there are
any significant differences between the means of two or more independent groups.
ANCOVA has an additional benefit in that it allows for control of a third confounding
variable (IBM SPSS, 23). ANCOVA is appropriate when the IV has two or more
categories, the DV is quantitative, and there is a covariate that needs to be controlled
(Merter & Vannatta, 2002). Therefore, ANCOVA was chosen as the appropriate test for
this analysis to determine whether there was a significant difference between 6th and 8thgrade mathematics and reading average scaled scores for K-8 and 6-8 when controlling
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for attendance since it was suspected that attendance could be a confounding factor.
Additionally, it was also appropriate to use ANCOVA to determine the intervening
effects of the covariate ratios for White students, females, students with Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities on the differences between 6th and
8th-grade for K-8 and 6-8 average scaled scores for mathematics and reading and
likewise with chronically absent attendance rates. Cronk (2010) defined a covariate as,
“A variable known to be related to the DV but not treated as an IV and used in ANCOVA
as a statistical control technique” (p. 125).
ANCOVA was used to test Hypotheses 1 through 4, and 6. In support for using
ANCOVA for my research, Dunleavy and Heinecke’s (2007) findings were based on the
between groups ANCOVA of longitudinal data comparing standardized achievement test
scores, whereby those researchers used ANCOVA to determine whether there were
statistical differences in test scores between two groups of students who had different
instruction.
Independent Samples t-test
The independent samples t-test was used to compare the means of two samples,
which are normally from randomly assigned groups. The t-test, however, is robust and
can handle violations of a normal distribution (Cronk, 2010).
The independent samples t-test was used to compare the populations within the
study to determine whether or not these nonrandomized groups were equivalent. The 8thgrade K-8 buildings were compared to the 6-8 middle school buildings using the average
rate data. Specifically, the 8th-grade K-8 buildings were compared to the 6-8 middle
school buildings for the following six t-tests: 6th-grade K-8 to 6th-grade middle school
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(mathematics, reading, attendance) and 8th-grade K-8 to 8th-grade middle school
(mathematics, reading, attendance) to determine to what extent the preexisting groups
were equivalent.
Additionally, the independent samples t-test compares the means between two
unrelated groups on a continuous DV (IBM SPSS, 23). Merter and Vannatta (2002)
contended, “Consequently, the t-test is appropriate when the IV is defined as having two
categories and the DV is quantitative” (p. 14). Therefore, the t-test was chosen for
Hypothesis 5 since the IV had two categories: K-8 and 6-8 schools and the DV was the
chronically absent attendance rates. Specifically, the t-test was selected to determine
whether there was a significant difference between 6th and 8th-grade chronically absent
attendance rates for K-8 and 6-8-grade schools. The output from the independent samples
t-test provided the group statistics: number of schools, M, SD, and SEM.
In all test applications, the 0.05 level of confidence was used for determining
statistical significance.
Chapter III Summary
This study investigated whether there was a difference in the academic
achievement and attendance of students in K-8 and 6-8 middle schools using a
longitudinal non-equivalent groups research design. Achievement data were collected
from the Midwestern state’s CEPI database in which the grade level data in each 6thgrade for a school and then the 8th-grade class for that same school two years later,
which followed at least some of the students in that same school, were tested to determine
if there were a significant improvements in mathematics, reading, and chronic absentee
rates. This database consisted of student results on the state’s mathematics and reading
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achievement assessment program, as well as the attendance of 6th and 8th-grade students
who were considered chronically absent. The state’s technical manual was used to
confirm the validity and reliability of the instrumentation. Lastly, the researcher
described the types of the statistical analyses that were used to test the hypotheses and to
compare the populations to group equivalency, as well as the process for determining
statistical significance. The following chapter, Findings of the Study, presents the results
of methodology described here.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
The National Middle School Association (NMSA) stresses the importance of
supporting the intellectual, moral, social, physical, and emotional/psychological needs of
young adolescents by attending to their unique developmental needs (NMSA, 1995, pp.
36-38). Historically, numerous grade configurations have been used to educate young
adolescents including junior high schools (Alexander, 1969; Gruhn & Douglass, 1947;
Lounsbury, 1992). The eventual dissatisfaction with junior high schools led to the
formation of middle schools across large areas of the country (Kincaide, 1981). Yet, due
to fiscal (Alexander & George, 1981; Bossing & Crammer, 1965; Herman, 2004),
political (Beane, 2006), and sociological (Meyer et al., 1977) reasons, some districts have
returned to K-8 buildings (Erb, 2006; Herman, 2004), while others continue with
traditional 6-8 middle schools, believing these schools better support the needs of
students in the 10 to 14-years-old age range.
The purpose of this study was to determine whether a building’s grade
configuration would have an impact on student achievement and school attendance. Data
were collected using average scaled scores obtained from 6th-grade students in 2009 and
8th-grade students in 2011 on the state assessment for mathematics and reading, as well
as data from students who were considered chronically absent in 78 school buildings
within the MCEA. The data for these components came from the publically accessible
state depository for school data, CEPI.
The data obtained from the CEPI database were analyzed using the appropriate
statistical procedures. The 6th and 8th-grade data were analyzed using an independent
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samples t-test that was designed to compare the mean scaled scores for mathematics and
reading as well as attendance rates for chronically absent students. One-way analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to determine whether intervening factors such as
race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities had an
impact on academic achievement and chronically absent attendance rates. Grade
configuration was used as the IV. The DV was the mean scaled scores for mathematics
and reading, as well as the chronically absent attendance rates for each school.
In addition to determining whether grade configuration would have an impact on
student achievement and attendance, it was necessary to find group equivalency. To
determine equivalency of the groups, the 8th-grade K-8 buildings were compared to the
6-8 middle school buildings for the following six populations: sixth-grade K-8 to 6th-8thgrade middle school mean scores for mathematics, reading, and attendance and 8th-grade
K-8 to 6th-8th-grade middle school mean scores for the same variables.
Description of the Student Population
The population in this study consisted of two grades of students from 24 MCEA
school districts. The first were 6th-grade students during the 2009-10 school year and
served as the baseline for this study. The second were 8th-grade students during the
2011-12 school year who had experienced two years of the perceived treatment from
their respective grade configuration in either a K-8 or a 6-8 building. Numerically, there
were over 10,000 students from within these 24 school districts in this Midwestern state.
The sampling frame used in this study was also bifurcated into two groups
consisting of schools that educate students in a K-8 configuration and those operating
within a 6-8 middle school configuration. The primary sampling unit (psu) consisted of
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6th-grade students who were: (a) educated in K-8 schools or (b) educated in 6-8 middle
schools. The second group consisted of 8th-grade students who were: (a) educated in K-8
schools or (b) educated in 6-8 middle schools. For each school configuration type, a psu
was established for each of the following: (a) state assessment average scaled scores for
6th-grade mathematics, (b) state assessment average scaled scores for 6th-grade reading,
(c) state assessment average scaled scores for 8th-grade mathematics, (d) state assessment
average scaled scores for 8th-grade reading, (e) 6th-grade chronically absent attendance
rates, and (f) 8th-grade chronically absent attendance rates.
Inferential Analysis
Given the need to work with intact groups, there were some differences in the
student composition between the buildings in this study. The number of schools and the
students tested in K-8 schools and 6-8 middle school buildings is presented below in
Table 1.
Table 1
Distribution of the Number of Students in K-8 and 6-8 MCEA Buildings
Number of Students
K-8 Schoolsa

6-8 Middle Schoolsb

Total

6th-grade/2009

2,051

7,934

9,985

8th-grade/2011

1,830

8,534

10,364

Total

3,881

16,468

20,349

Grade/Year

a

Note. Number of students in 38 MCEA buildings.
b
Number of students in 40 MCEA buildings.

Table 1 indicates there was a large difference in the number of students who
attended K-8 buildings and 6-8 middle school buildings. In essence, during the two-year
time span from 2009 to 2011, approximately 80.9% of 6-8 grade students attended 6-8
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configured middle schools, as compared to the remaining 19.1% of students who attended
K-8 configured schools. One of the most notable differences in student attendance was
building sizes. In this regard, these data suggest that 6-8 grade configured schools were
largely concentrated in more populated districts than the K-8 configured schools.
Table 2 illustrates the building range for K-8 and 6-8 middle school buildings in
this study.
Table 2
Building Range (Maximum and Minimum), Mean, and Standard Deviations for MCEA
Schools

Building
Configuration

Number of
students in the
largest school

Number of
students in the
smallest school

Mean number of
students within the
school

K-8 in 2009

772

191

501

K-8 in 2011

757

221

503

6-8 in 2009

1205

55

596

6-8 in 2011

1283

54

632

Standard Deviation

186
191
237

255

The table above shows that overall, within the two-year time span from 2009 to
2011, there were differences between building sizes for K-8 and 6-8 middle school
buildings. There was approximately a 2.0% decrease in the number of students in the
largest K-8 building within this study, however there was about a 15.7% increase in the
number of students in the smallest K-8 building within this study. Also, within this twoyear time span from 2009 to 2011 there was an increase of approximately 6.5% in the
number of students within the largest 6-8 middle schools, however, there was
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approximately a 1.8% decrease in the number of students within the smallest building
within this study. The data here concur with the distribution of the number of students in
K-8 and 6-8 schools (see Table 1). Likewise, in this respect, these data suggest that 6-8
schools were mostly concentrated in more populated districts than K-8 schools.
There were also some differences in the number of students in K-8-grade schools
and 6-8-grade middle schools when considering factors such as race, gender, students
with disabilities, and those qualifying for the Free and/or Reduced Lunch Program.
Table 3 highlights the average demographic data for 6th-grade students within K8 and 6-8-grade MCEA schools. Moreover, the percentage of White students, percentage
of female students, percentage of students participating in Free and/or Reduced Lunch
Program, and percentage of students with disabilities is illustrated for the sixth and
eighth-grade populations in every school within the study are presented in Appendices A
and B, respectively.
Table 3
Average Demographic Data for 6th-Grade Classes Within K-8 and 6-8 MCEA Schools

24%

Percentage
Students
Disabilities
13%

Percentage
Free & Reduced
Lunch
77%

49%

17%

72%

School

Number of
6th Graders

Percentage
Female

Percentage
White

K8

54

50%

MS

198

47%

Table 3 shows the average percentage differences between 6th-grade classes
within K-8 schools and 6-8 middle school configurations. These schools had similar
representations of students based upon gender, students with disabilities, and students
who participated in the federal Free and/or Reduced Lunch Program. The major
differences in these two school populations were in the average number of 6th grade
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students in K-8 classes and 6-8 middle school classes and the ethnic distribution of
students. Similar findings were noted in the demographic makeup of 8th-grade students
who attended K-8 schools. Additionally, Table 4 presents the average demographic data
for 8th-grade students.
Table 4
Average Demographic Data for 8th-Grade Classes Within K-8 and 6-8 MCEA Schools

21%

Percentage
Students
Disabilities
15%

Percentage
Free &
Reduced Lunch
72%

45%

17%

71%

School

Number of
8th Graders

Percentage
Female

Percentage
White

K8

48

53%

MS

221

47%

The average percentages show the differences between 8th-grade classes within
K-8 and 6-8 middle school configurations. These schools had similar representations of
students based upon gender, students with disabilities, and students who participated in
the federal Free and/or Reduced Lunch Program. The major differences in these two
school populations were in the average number of 8th-grade students in K-8 classes and
6-8 middle school classes and the ethnic distribution of students.
To further describe the population, particularly as it relates to the extent to which
there were differences in selected population means (µ) between the nonrandomized
group of students attending K-8 and 6-8 schools, it was necessary to perform independent
samples t-tests to compare these two different school populations. Six independent
samples t-tests were conducted to examine comparisons between K-8 schools and 6-8
middle schools. In each comparison, school type (i.e., K-8 schools and 6-8 middle
schools) is the independent variable. In comparison 1, the dependent variable is 6th-grade
average scaled mathematics scores; in comparison 2, the dependent variable is 6th-grade
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average scaled reading scores; in comparison 3, the dependent variable is 6th-grade
chronically absent attendance rates; in comparison 4, the dependent variable is 8th-grade
average scaled mathematics scores comparison 5, the dependent variable is 8th-grade
average scaled reading scores; and in comparison 6, the dependent variable is 8th-grade
chronically absent attendance rates. If no major differences are found between these data
from the two-nonrandomized groups, then concerns over nonequivalent groups are
minimized.
Checking Assumptions
Levene’s test of equality of error variances indicated the error variance of 6thgrade average scaled math scores (p = .89), 6th-grade average scaled reading scores (p =
.80), 8th-grade average scaled math scores (p = .83), 8th-grade average scaled reading
scores (p = .08), and 6th-grade chronically absent attendance rates (p = .47) are equal
across groups; however, the error variance for 8th-grade chronically absent attendance
rates (p = .04) was not equal across groups, as values of .05 or less indicate violation of
the assumption of equality of variance (Pallant, 2007). Equal variances were, therefore,
not assumed in the interpretation of the 8th-grade chronically absent attendance rates
independent samples t-test. In this case, the alternative t-value SPSS provided was used
instead.
6th-grade Average Scaled Mathematics Scores
Results of an independent samples t-test indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between K-8 schools (M = 617.54, SD = 15.85) and 6-8 middle
schools (M = 614.21, SD = 10.51) for 6th-grade average scaled mathematics scores (t(76)
= 1.10, p = .27). The magnitude of differences between the means (mean difference =
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3.34, 95% CI: -2.70 to 9.37) was small (eta squared = .02). Only 2% of the variance in
6th-grade average scaled math scores is explained by school type.
6th-grade Average Scaled Reading Scores
Results of an independent samples t-test indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between K-8 schools (M = 623.62, SD = 17.75) and 6-8 middle
schools (M = 619.75, SD = 11.90) for 6th-grade average scaled reading scores (t(76) =
1.14, p = .26). The magnitude of differences between the means (mean difference = 3.87,
95% CI: -2.91 to 10.66) was small (eta squared = .02). Only 2% of the variance in 6thgrade average scaled reading scores is explained by school type.
6th-grade Chronically Absent Attendance Rates
Results of an independent samples t-test indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between K-8 schools (M = .87, SD = .03) and 6-8 middle schools
(M = .87, SD = .08) for 6th-grade chronically absent attendance rates (t(76) = .22, p =
.83). The magnitude of differences between the means (mean difference = 0.00, 95% CI:
-.02 to .03) was very small (eta squared = .0007). Only .07% of the variance in 6th-grade
chronically absent attendance rates is explained by school type.
8th-grade Average Scaled Mathematics Scores
Results of an independent samples t-test indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between K-8 schools (M = 809.59, SD = 11.62) and 6-8 middle
schools (M = 808.82, SD = 10.90) for 8th-grade average scaled mathematics scores (t(76)
= .30, p = .77). The magnitude of differences between the means (mean difference = .76,
95% CI: -4.32 to 5.84) was very small (eta squared = .001). Only .1% of the variance in
8th-grade average scaled math scores is explained by school type.
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8th-grade Average Scaled Reading Scores
Results of an independent samples t-test indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between K-8 schools (M = 817.56, SD = 8.09) and 6-8 middle
schools (M = 816.43, SD = 13.15) for 8th-grade average scaled reading scores (t(76) =
.45, p = .65). The magnitude of differences between the means (mean difference = 1.13,
95% CI: -3.82 to 6.08) was very small (eta squared = .003). Only .3% of the variance in
8th-grade average scaled reading scores is explained by school type.
8th-grade Chronically Absent Attendance Rates
Results of an independent samples t-test indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between K-8 schools (M = .83, SD = .20) and 6-8 middle schools
(M = .86, SD = .04) for 8th-grade chronically absent attendance rates (t(40.23) = -.82, p =
.41). The magnitude of differences between the means (mean difference = -.03, 95% CI:
-.09 to .04) was very small (eta squared = .009). Only .9% of the variance in 8th-grade
chronically absent attendance rates is explained by school type.
Group statistics and the full results of all six independent samples t-tests are
presented in Appendix C and Appendix D, respectively. Table 5 below summarizes the
statistics for the independent samples t-test results of the aforementioned comparisons of
the eighth-grade K-8 buildings to the 6-8 middle school buildings for the following
six t-tests: 6th-grade K-8 to 6th-grade middle school (mathematics, reading, attendance)
and 8th-grade K-8 to 8th-grade middle school (mathematics, reading, attendance) to
determine whether or not the groups were equivalent.
The results of these statistical tests are explained below in Table 5.
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Table 5
Summary Statistics for Independent Samples t-tests
Independent
Variable
6th-grade Average
Scaled Math Scores
6th-grade Average
Scaled Reading
Scores
8th-grade Average
Scaled Math Scores
8th-grade Average
Scaled Reading
Scores
6th-grade Chronically
Absent Attendance
8th-grade Chronically
Absent Attendance*
*

School
Type

N

M

K-8

38

617.54

15.85

6-8

40

614.21

10.51

K-8

38

623.62

17.75

6-8

40

619.75

11.90

K-8

38

809.59

11.62

6-8

40

808.82

10.90

K-8

38

817.56

8.09

6-8

40

816.43

13.15

K-8

38

.87

.03

6-8

40

.87

.08

K-8

38

.83

.20

6-8

40

.86

.04

SD

t

df

Sig.

1.10

76

.27

1.14

76

.26

.30

76

.77

.45

76

.65

.22

76

.83

-.82

40.23

.41

Equal variances not assumed.

The overall result of the independent samples t-tests indicate that there were no
statistically significant differences between students attending K-8 and 6-8 middle
schools in this Midwestern state’s MCEA school districts in reading and mathematics
scores and school attendance during the 2009-11school years, and thus concerns over
nonequivalent groups are minimized.
Testing of Hypotheses
To test the hypotheses in this study, the investigator restated each hypothesis and
then provided a corresponding statistical test to determine whether the hypothesis was
supported. In all test applications, the .05 level of confidence was used for determining
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statistical significance.
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 stated that students who attended K-8 configured schools will
exhibit statistically significant improvement on the state assessment examination in
mathematics from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle
school buildings.
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine whether students who attended
K-8 configured schools showed higher achievement on the state assessment examination
in mathematics than their peers in 6-8 middle schools.
Table 6 shows the mean improvement between 6th and 8th-grade average scaled
mathematics scores between K-8 and 6-8 schools.
Table 6
Mean Improvement Between 6th and 8th-Grade Average Scaled Mathematics Scores
School Type

N

M

SD

K-8

38

192.04

16.92

6-8

40

194.62

5.53

Total

78

193.36

12.44

The above table indicates that there was little difference between the mean and
standard deviation of students’ mathematics improvement test scores in K-8 and 6-8
schools.
Table 7 presents an ANCOVA test to determine whether the differences in
mathematics achievement improvements were statistically significant between students in
K-8 and 6-8 schools.
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Table 7
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects on 6th and 8th-Grade Average Improvements in Scaled
Mathematics Scores When Controlling for Attendance Rate
Source

Type III
SS

df

MS

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared

Corrected
model

3836.93

2

1918.47

17.80

< .001

.32

Intercept

2882984.38

1

2882984.38

26753.39

< .001

.10

Attendance
improvement

3644.02

1

3644.02

33.86

< .001

School type

62.43

1

64.43

.60

Error

8082.11

75

107.76

Total

2928275.11

78

Corrected total

11919.04

77

2

2

.44

.31
.01

Note. R = .32 (Adjusted R = .30)

ANCOVA results show that there was no significant difference in the mean
mathematic improvement scores between K-8 and 6-8 middle schools, even after
adjusting for the attendance rate (p = .44). The conclusion is that this hypothesis is
rejected.
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 stated that students who attended K-8 configured schools will
exhibit statistically significant improvement on the state assessment examination in
reading from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school
buildings.
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine whether students who attended
K-8 configured schools showed greater achievement between 6th and 8th-grade on the
state assessment examination in reading than their peers in 6-8 middle schools.
Table 8 provides the mean improvement between 6th and 8th-grade average
scaled readings scores between K-8 and 6-8 schools.
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Table 8
Mean Improvement Between 6th and 8th-Grade Average Scaled Reading Scores

School Type

N

M

SD

K-8

38

193.94

16.07

6-8

40

196.68

10.23

Total

78

195.35

13.38

The above table indicates that there was little difference between the mean and
standard deviation of students’ reading improvement test scores in K-8 and 6-8 schools,
while Table 9 depicts the between-subjects effect for Hypothesis 2.
Table 9
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for 6th and 8th-Grade Average Improvements in Scaled
Reading Scores When Controlling for Attendance Rate
Source

Type III
SS

df

MS

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared

Corrected
model

3873.79

2

1936.90

14.66

<.001

.28

Intercept

2942266.04

1

2942266.04

22263.75

<.001

.10

Attendance
improvement

3688.15

1

3688.15

27.91

<.001

.27

School type

59.74

1

59.74

.45

.50

.01

Error

9911.63

75

132.16

Total

2990274.76

78

13785.41

77

Corrected total
2

2

Note. R = .28 (Adjusted R = .26)

ANCOVA results illustrate that there was no statistically significant difference in
the mean reading improvement scores between K-8 and 6-8 middle schools, even after
adjusting for student attendance (p = .50). The conclusion is that this hypothesis is
rejected.
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Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 stated that there will be a statistically significant improvement on
the state assessment examination in mathematics of students who attended K-8 schools
from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school
buildings when controlling for race, gender, Fee and/or Reduced Lunch status, and
students with disabilities.
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine whether students who attended
K-8 configured schools had higher achievement on the state assessment examination in
mathematics than their peers in 6-8 middle schools when controlling for various
demographic factors. The mean improvement between 6th and 8th-grade average scaled
scores for mathematics was presented in Table 6.
Table 10 shows the between-subjects effects for Hypothesis 3.
Table 10
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for 6th and 8th-Grade Average Scaled Math Scores
When Controlling for Race, Gender, Free and Reduced Lunch Status, and Students With
Disabilities Classification
Source

Type III
SS

df

MS

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared

Corrected
model

3024.48

5

604.90

4.90

<.001

.25

1

1910527.36

15465.40

<.001

.10

2113.42

1

2113.42

17.11

<.001

.19

21.12

1

21.12

.17

.68

.00

170.87

1

170.87

1.38

.24

.02

Intercept
Ratio of
females 8th to
6th-grade
Ratio of white
students 8th to
6th-grade
Ratio of
students with
disabilities 8th
to 6th-grade

1910527.36
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Table 10—Continued
Type III
SS

Source

df

MS

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared

1

31.07

.25

.62

.00

.51

.48

.01

Ratio of
students free &
reduced lunch
8th to 6th-grade

31.07

School type

63.26

1

63.26

Error

8894.57

72

123.54

Total

2928275.11

78

Corrected total

11919.04

77

Note. R2 = .25 (Adjusted R2 = .20)

The results of an ANCOVA test show that there was no statistically significant
difference in the mean mathematics improvement scores between K-8 and 6-8 middle
schools when controlling for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and
students with disabilities (p = .48). The conclusion is that this hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 stated that there will be a statistically significant improvement on
the state assessment examination in reading of students who attended K-8 schools from
6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings
when controlling for race gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with
disabilities.
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine whether students who attended
K-8 configured schools would have higher achievement on the state assessment
examination in reading than their peers in 6-8-grade middle schools when controlling for
various demographic factors. The mean improvement between 6th and 8th average scaled
scores for reading was presented in Table 8.
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Table 11 now presents the between-subjects effects for Hypothesis 4.
Table 11
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for 6th and 8th-Grade Average Scaled Reading Scores
When Controlling for Race, Gender, Free and Reduced Lunch Status, and Students With
Disabilities
Source

Type III
SS

df

MS

F

p

Partial Eta
Squared

Corrected
model

2685.03

5

537.01

3.48

.01

.20

Intercept

1967258.89

1

1967258.89

12760.15

<.001

.99

Ratio of
females 8th to
6th-grade

2178.33

1

2178.33

14.13

<.001

.16

Ratio of white
students 8th to
6th-grade

75.26

1

75.26

.49

.49

.01

Ratio of
students with
disabilities 8th
to 6th-grade

60.86

1

60.86

.40

.53

.01

Ratio of
students free &
reduced lunch
8th to 6th-grade

2.67

1

2.67

.02

.90

.00

School type

43.78

1

43.78

.28

.60

.00

Error

11100.39

72

154.17

Total

2990274.76

78

13785.41

77

Corrected total

Note. R2 = .20 (Adjusted R2 = .14)

The results of an ANCOVA test show that there was no statistically significant
difference in the mean reading improvement scores between K-8 and 6-8 middle schools
when controlling for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with
disabilities (p = .60). The conclusion is that this hypothesis is rejected.
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Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 5 stated that students who attended K-8 configured schools will
exhibit statistically significant improvements in their school attendance rates for
chronically absent students from 6th to 8th-grade as compared to their peers who
attended 6-8 middle school buildings.
The purpose of Hypothesis 5 was to determine whether students who attended K8 configured schools had better chronically absent attendance rates than their peers in 6-8
middle schools.
Table 12 provides the mean improvement between 6th and 8th-grade chronically
absent attendance rates between students attending K-8 and 6-8 middle school
configurations.
Table 12
Average Improvement in Chronically Absent Attendance Rates Between 6th and 8thGrade Students
School Type

N

M

SD

Standard Error
Mean

K-8

38

-.04

.20

.03

6-8

40

-.01

.08

.01

Total

78

-.02

.15

.02

The above table indicates that there was little difference between the mean
improvement between 6-8 chronically absent attendance rates between students attending
K-8 schools and 6-8 middle schools, while Table 13 presents an independent-samples t
test to determine the results for this particular hypothesis.
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Table 13
Independent-Samples t-Tests for Chronically Absent Attendance Rates Between 6th and
8th-Grade Students
Levene’s Test
for Equality
of Variances

F
Equal
variance
assumed
Equal
variances
not assumed

2.90

Sig

.09

t-test for Equality of Means

t

df

Sig.
(2-tailed)

Mean
Difference

Std Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower

Upper
.04

-.88

76

.38

-.03

.03

-.10

-.86

48.16

.39

-.03

.04

-.10

The data in Table 13 indicates that there was no statistically significant difference
in the mean chronically absent attendance rate between K-8 schools and 6-8 middle
schools (p = .38). The conclusion is that this hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6 stated that there will be a statistically significant improvement in
school attendance rates for K-8 chronically absent students from 6th to 8th-grade as
compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings when controlling for
race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities.
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine whether students who attended
K-8 configured schools would have better chronically absent attendance rates than their
peers in 6-8-grade middle schools when controlling for various demographic factors. The
reader is referred to Table 12 for the average improvement between 6th and 8th-grade
chronically absent attendance rates between K-8 and 6-8 middle schools.
In Table 14, the researcher presents the between-subjects effects.

.04
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Table 14
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for 6th and 8th-Grade Average Chronically Absent
Attendance Rates When Controlling for Race, Gender, Free and Reduced Lunch Status,
and Students With Disabilities Classification
Type III Sum
of Squares

df

MS

F

p

Partial
Eta
Squared

Corrected
model

.14

5

.03

1.22

.31

.08

Intercept

.02

1

.02

.94

.34

.01

.09

1

.09

3.98

.05

.05

.01

1

.01

.35

.56

.01

.00

1

.00

.04

.84

.00

.00

1

.00

.02

.89

.00

School type

.00

1

.00

.01

.91

.00

Error

1.65

72

02

Total

1.83

78

Corrected total

1.785

77

Source

Ratio of
females 8th to
6th-grade
Ratio of white
students 8th to
6th-grade
Ratio of
students with
disabilities 8th
to 6th-grade
Ratio of
students free &
reduced lunch
8th to 6th-grade

Note. R2 = .08 (Adjusted R2 = .01)

The results of an ANCOVA test illustrate that there was no statistically significant
difference in the mean chronically absent attendance improvement rates between K-8 and
6-8 configured middle schools when controlling for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced
Lunch status, and students with disabilities (p = .91). The conclusion is that this
hypothesis is rejected.
Summary
This research showed that for the 78 schools in this study, there were no
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statistically significant improvements from 6th to 8th-grade data in mathematics, reading,
and chronically absent attendance rates for students who attended K-8 configured
schools, as compared to their peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings. This still
held true when adjusting for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and
students with disabilities.
In the proceeding Chapter V, the researcher will provide a summary of findings,
conclusions that can be made from this study, and recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The overall purpose of this study was to determine whether students who attended
K-8 schools outperformed their counterparts in traditional 6-8 middle schools. To
investigate this phenomenon, the researcher analyzed the difference between students
attending K-8 and 6-8 middle schools across the following measures: (a) student
achievement in mathematics, (b) reading, and (c) chronically absent school attendance
rates. Finally, this study also sought to determine whether selected demographic variables
(e.g., race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and student disabilities)
contributed to this variation.
In this final chapter, there is a review of the results of the study, the dependent
variables (e.g., student achievement in mathematics and reading as well as the chronically
absent attendance rates) and selected covariates (e.g., race, gender, Free and/or Reduced
Lunch status, and student disabilities) to discuss variations in student outcomes and how
this study supports and/or contradicts existing literature, and identify findings that
previous studies have not addressed. Then these findings are used as the basis for
recommendations for further study.
Summary of Findings
This longitudinal nonequivalent groups research design study relied upon analysis
of existing data from the CEPI data depository for 78 MCEA schools within 24 school
districts in a Midwestern state. The study showed the between-group nature of two
samples with the application of a perceived treatment from either K-8 or 6-8 middle
school configurations (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Creswell, 2008).
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This research attempted to provide answers to the overarching question as to
whether students who attended K-8 schools out perform students who attended traditional
6-8 middle schools in the MCEA districts in mathematics and reading, and had better
attendance than their corresponding counterparts. The study also sought to determine
whether certain intervening variables (e.g., race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch
status, and student with disabilities) help to explain variations in student outcome
measures. In this regard, the researcher will use these major headings to explain whether
the findings support, or contradict, the existing literature in the following paragraphs. As
previously stated, these findings will serve as the basis for developing recommendations
for further study.
Mathematics Performance of Students in K-8 and 6-8 Schools
This study sought to determine whether students who attended K-8 configured
schools showed higher achievement on the state assessment in mathematics than their
peers in 6-8 middle schools. The findings of this study showed that there was no
statistically significant improvement in mathematics performance between the K-8 and 68 middle schools, even after adjusting for the student attendance.
The findings in this study support the earlier findings of Weiss and Kipnes (2006)
at Columbia University. They explored whether differences in 8th-grade academic
outcomes changed based on the type of grade configuration. Findings from their study
indicated that students within Philadelphia schools, wherein the district had about equal
numbers of 6-8 middle schools and K-8 schools, experienced no significant differences in
academic outcomes. This Philadelphia study followed individual students whereas this
study used grade-level student data.
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As discussed in Chapter II, the number of studies that reported positive academic
outcomes for 6-8-grade middle school students were not as numerous. However, Styron
(2008) reported results from a Southern rural state in which the greater the fidelity of
implementing the middle school model, the higher the academic achievement of students.
Similar findings were made by Beane (2006); George (2005); Hough (2005); Lounsbury
(2010); McEwin et al. (2004); McEwin and Green (2011); Pardini (2002); and West and
Schwerdt (2011).
To summarize, beyond the aforementioned studies, there continues to be a paucity
of empirical research exploring the influence of grade configuration on mathematics
achievement. In consequence, this research adds to the existing body of literature with
regards to the question of whether grade configuration affects the results of mathematics
achievement in a longitudinal study within a Midwestern state. Again, the findings of this
study found no statistically significant difference in mathematics improvement between
K-8 and 6-8 middle schools, even after adjusting for the attendance rate.
Reading Performance of Students in K-8 and 6-8 Schools
This study sought to determine whether students who attended K-8 configured
schools showed higher achievement on the state assessment examination in reading than
their peers in 6-8 middle schools. The findings of this study showed that there was no
statistically significant difference in reading improvement between the K-8 and 6-8
middle schools, even after adjusting for the attendance rate.
Overall, the research pertaining to the impact of school configuration on reading
achievement remains inconclusive. Supporting my findings for reading achievement, the
Weiss and Kipnes’ (2006) study, as mentioned earlier, also questioned whether
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differences in 8th-grade academic outcomes changed based on the type of grade
configuration. Their study of students within the Philadelphia schools resulted in no
significant differences in academic outcomes. On the other hand, increased 6-8 middle
school reading scores were reported in studies conducted by Styron (2008) and McEwin
and Green (2011). Conversely, Cook et al. (2007) in North Carolina schools evidenced
greater reading achievement for students in the K-8 settings. Byrne and Ruby (2007),
Rockoff and Lockwood (2010), and West and Schwerdt (2011) reported similar findings.
The aforementioned studies used individual student-level data whereas this study used
grade-level student data.
To summarize, there continues to be a shortage of empirical studies investigating
the influence of building configuration on reading achievement. Therefore, this research
adds to the existing body of literature with regards to the question of whether grade
configuration affects the results of reading achievement in a longitudinal study within a
Midwestern state. Specifically, the findings of this study showed no statistically
significant improvement in reading improvement between the K-8 and 6-8 middle
schools, even after adjusting for the attendance rate. This finding, although it used grade
level student data, is consistent with research conducted by Weiss and Kipnes (2006)
although their study used individual student-level data. This study differs from research
conducted by Styron (2008) and McEwin and Green (2011) who found higher scores in
6-8 middle schools, and the Baltimore Study (1999), Byrne and Ruby (2007), Cook et al.
(2007), Rockoff and Lockwood (2010), and West and Schwerdt (2011) who found higher
reading scores in K-8 settings, all of whom used individual student-level data.
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Attendance of Students in K-8 and 6-8 Schools
This study also sought to determine whether students who attended K-8
configured schools had better attendance rates than their peers in 6-8 middle schools. The
findings of this study showed that there was no statistically significant improvement in
the overall attendance rates between K-8 and 6-8 schools. This finding is similar to a
study conducted by Weiss and Kipnes (2006), although they used individual student-level
data whereas this study used grade-level student data. They concluded that there was no
significant difference in the attendance of students whether they attended a K-8 or 6-8
schools in the Philadelphia school district.
The Interaction Effect of Race, Gender, Free and Reduced Lunch Status, and
Students with Disabilities
Finally, this study sought to determine whether students who attended K-8
schools had higher achievement on the state assessment examinations in mathematics and
reading, as well as improved attendance rates than their peers in 6-8 schools when
controlling for race, gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with
disabilities. The findings in this study showed that there was no statistically significant
improvement between K-8 and 6-8 middle school students when controlling for the
aforementioned demographic factors.
Supporting my findings for mathematics and reading achievement, attendance
rates, and various demographic factors, the Weiss and Kipnes (2006) study, which used
individual student-level data, also explored whether differences in 8th-grade academic
and attendance outcomes changed based on the type of grade configuration when
controlling for race, gender, and poverty. They found that there was no significant
difference in academic and attendance outcomes between subjects in the two groups.
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However, several other studies that controlled for demographic factors bore results that
contradicted my findings. These studies included those that reported mathematics and
reading achievement was greater for K-8 students than for their 6-8 middle school peers,
namely: Byrne and Ruby (2007), Cook et al. (2007), Offenburg (2001), Rockoff and
Lockwood (2010), and West and Schwerdt (2011), Yakimowski & Connolly, (2001).
To summarize, there has been a paucity of empirical research conducted to
investigate the influence of building configuration on mathematics and reading
achievement, as well as attendance rates, when controlling for race, gender, Free and/or
Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities. Consequently, this study adds to the
existing body of research in that it examined the difference in mathematics and reading
scores as well as chronic absentee rates, of students in K-8 and 6-8 middle schools on a
longitudinal basis from within a Midwestern state when controlling for selected
demographic variables. Summarily speaking, the findings of this study showed no
statistically significant improvement between K-8 and 6-8 middle school students when
controlling for the aforementioned demographic factors.
Conclusions
The results of this study indicated that a school’s grade configuration, whether K8 or 6-8 middle school, had no influence on student outcomes in terms of academic
achievement or attendance. Going deeper, this study found that there were no statistically
significant improvements in student performance on the state’s assessment program in
mathematics and reading, and that there was no significant improvement in the
attendance of students considered chronically absent, between students who attended K-8
and 6-8 schools. In this regard, these results offer little, if any support for either grade
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configuration or their capacity to improve student achievement and improve student
attendance.
This study identified a number of limitations that must be considered at this
juncture. Creswell (2008) defined limitations as potential problems or weaknesses with a
study. In conducting this research study, I acknowledged that this study utilized a
nonequivalent groups research design and that this design has several inherent biases
(Cook & Campbell, 1979; Creswell, 2008). Additional statistical analysis of differences
between the two populations of K-8 and 6-8 students attending 24 MCEA school districts
across selected demographic variables (e g., ethnicity, gender, Free and/or Reduced
Lunch status, and students with disabilities) found no significant differences between
these two populations.
Although this study found that there were no significant improvements from 6thgrade compared two years later in the same schools, to eighth-grade, following at least
some of the same students, from 6th to 8th-grade, in mathematics, reading, and
chronically absent attendance rates for K-8 configured schools, as compared to their
peers who attended 6-8 middle school buildings, this held true when adjusting for race,
gender, Free and/or Reduced Lunch status, and students with disabilities, that previous
research findings may help to explain the results that I obtained.
The implications suggested in this study are that there is little, if any,
justification for favoring one school design over the other when considering academic
achievement or attendance. While there is the need for further study in this area, local
communities including school board members, school superintendents, and building
staffs would be well-advised to study the ramifications of one design over the other
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before implementing these costly designs, and carefully consider whether the benefits of
one school design is empirically-related to improved student benefits before committing
to a particular design.
As headlines across America highlight the shortcomings of middle schools
(Bean & Lipka, 2006), large school districts such as Baltimore, Philadelphia, and New
York City, have embraced the K-8 configuration (Offenburg, 2001; Rockoff &
Lockwood, 2010; Yakimowski & Connolly, 2001). These findings should provide
caution to future stakeholders who are considering whether they should modify 6-8
middle schools into K-8 configurations for the purpose of bolstering academic
achievement and attendance. To proceed in this direction without considerable thought
and introspection, could lead to districts implementing costly initiatives with little, if any,
appreciable improvements. The failure to consider these cautions could possibly result in
districts having to spend a great deal of time and financial resources only to obtain
similar results. These actions only help to exacerbate the public’s mistrust in the
maintenance, operation, and administration of schools.
Advocates of the middle school concept (Beane, 2006; George, 2005; Hough, 2005;
Lounsbury, 2010; McEwin et al., 2004; McEwin & Green, 2011; Pardini, 2002; Styron,
2008, Weiss & Kipnes, 2006) are quick to point out that 10 to 14 year-old children
require an education that provides specific programs for 6-8 students within a flexible
learning environment. While these arguments are plausible, there are still numerous
uncertainties that question whether the middle school concept, if fully implemented with
fidelity notwithstanding, actually results in increased student performance (McEwin &
Green, 2010; Styron, 2008; Yakimowski & Connolly, 2001). Furthermore, while
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previous research has revealed there have been gains in student performance on the part
of both K-8 and 6-8 models, the tenets of the middle school concept are still far from
being implemented, as proposed, in schools throughout the nation (McEwin & Greene,
2011).
Given these findings, this investigator provides the following recommendations
listed in the section below.
Recommendations for Future Research and Practice
There has been considerable debate over the years about the merits of a K-8 over
the traditional 6-8 middle school concept. This study has not added any additional
information that may help to arrest the claim that one particular school configuration
would better serve the needs of students. Surely this debate will continue for many years
to come. To help abate these concerns, the investigator offers several recommendations
that may help future researchers, and policymakers, as they continue to grapple with the
complexities of educating America’s youth. To this end, the following recommendations
are offered for possible consideration. They are:
The first recommendation is to replicate the study. This study was limited to
students having completed 6th and 8th-grade within 78 schools in a Midwestern state’s
MCEA school districts. Future studies should consider increasing the sample size of K-8
and 6-8 buildings by including schools that are more representative of K-8 and 6-8
buildings throughout the nation’s Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA).
Increasing the sample size would enhance the statistical estimates and help ensure the
accuracy of the study (Creswell, 2008).
The second recommendation is to exercise caution when reconfiguring schools. It
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is recommended that from a policy perspective, boards of education exercise caution
when investing large sums of money to reconfigure schools on the basis that it will lead
to improved student performance when there is little, if any, justification that these
initiatives will deliver on this promise. In Rogers’ (as cited in Sahin, 2006) Diffusion of
Innovations the process is one in which uncertainty can be reduced by providing a
framework whereby boards of education could investigate reconfiguring schools. The
four main elements within the framework are innovation, communication channels, time,
and the social system. Through the innovation decision process, individuals should
attempt to make more informed choices about the advantages and disadvantages of
reconfiguring the schools (Sahin, 2006).
Lastly, the third recommendation is to ensure training and support for individuals
implementing programs. While not a focus of my study, previous research has reported
the necessity for support and training through professional development for individuals
implementing programs was supported by the Baltimore Study (Yakimowski &
Connolly, 2001), two national middle school studies (McEwin & Green, 2011), and a
Southern rural study (Styron, 2008) all of which contended that the level of
implementation can explain achievement differences. It is further recommended that
when new school initiatives are considered, individuals who are responsible for the
implementation, as well as those who will work in these new programs, receive the
training and support that is necessary to sustain the new program. Fullan (2005) identified
sustainability as an “adaptive challenge par excellance” (p. 14). He further described
sustainability as both a struggle and a rallying concept that sometimes contains elaborate
strategies for the entire system on which to build (Fullan, 2005). When systems do not
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adapt, unfortunately, too many times programs are implemented incurring substantial
costs and then the training and support are suspended as cost-saving measures, which
only undermines the programs and dooms them to failure.
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6th-Grade Demographic Data
School
K8-1
K8-2
K8-3
K8-4
MS-1
K8-5
K8-6
MS-2
K8-7
MS-3
MS-4
MS-5
K8-8
MS-6
K8-9
K8-10
MS-7
K8-11
MS-8
K8-12
MS-9
K8-13
MS-10
K8-14
K8-15
MS-11
MS-12
MS-13
MS-14
MS-15
MS-16
MS-17
MS-18
K8-16
K8-17
K8-18
MS-19
MS-20
K8-19
MS-21
MS-22

Total Number
of
6th Graders
73
49
25
34
170
45
47
193
89
199
182
145
49
189
54
45
246
10
305
64
201
50
267
24
55
88
190
67
357
223
181
146
16
69
68
82
265
174
53
214
283

Percentage
Female

Percentage
White

52%
49%
60%
47%
49%
42%
45%
48%
51%
43%
48%
48%
49%
50%
39%
36%
43%
20%
52%
48%
41%
46%
45%
54%
60%
57%
45%
52%
49%
46%
47%
53%
25%
51%
47%
49%
51%
46%
45%
54%
46%

0%
0%
16%
0%
6%
0%
4%
1%
2%
85%
34%
3%
0%
31%
43%
0%
78%
0%
92%
72%
95%
6%
28%
25%
0%
2%
2%
15%
81%
75%
31%
78%
50%
46%
0%
6%
31%
97%
6%
50%
82%

Percentage
Students
Disabilities
3%
4%
8%
6%
22%
11%
9%
8%
12%
10%
18%
18%
12%
23%
4%
9%
16%
20%
14%
6%
8%
22%
19%
4%
16%
19%
17%
13%
21%
15%
8%
22%
100%
19%
12%
22%
8%
7%
9%
12%
13%

Percentage
Free & Reduced
Lunch
90%
80%
92%
100%
91%
100%
83%
92%
57%
33%
94%
100%
100%
89%
74%
98%
77%
80%
41%
52%
30%
100%
83%
67%
96%
100%
55%
82%
68%
78%
70%
63%
81%
77%
72%
91%
72%
83%
34%
72%
38%
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K8-20
MS-23
K8-21
K8-22
MS-24
K8-23
MS-25
MS-26
MS-27
K8-24
K8-25
K8-26
MS-28
MS-29
K8-27
MS-30
K8-28
MS-31
K8-29
MS-32
MS-33
K8-30
K8-31
MS-34
K8-32
MS-35
MS-36
K8-33
K8-34
MS-37
K8-35
MS-38
MS39
K8-36
K8-37
MS-40
K8-38

75
255
53
24
99
77
262
289
135
60
31
69
157
160
40
137
54
208
92
129
198
34
65
225
48
131
208
83
87
388
55
292
131
66
26
229
27

45%
49%
42%
42%
42%
52%
46%
55%
51%
85%
52%
54%
38%
46%
70%
51%
52%
43%
57%
47%
46%
24%
55%
48%
58%
45%
49%
58%
54%
49%
53%
43%
47%
56%
50%
45%
44%

29%
42%
4%
0%
51%
66%
31%
82%
3%
67%
94%
23%
18%
0%
5%
42%
4%
85%
70%
47%
84%
74%
2%
19%
33%
20%
98%
1%
9%
93%
18%
95%
18%
41%
96%
94%
44%

9%
12%
21%
4%
22%
6%
17%
8%
16%
13%
26%
12%
29%
24%
18%
1%
15%
23%
1%
14%
11%
15%
18%
23%
31%
18%
11%
11%
8%
12%
22%
10%
24%
8%
15%
7%
44%

65%
79%
98%
100%
81%
49%
85%
42%
80%
72%
74%
72%
99%
94%
95%
43%
91%
40%
20%
77%
71%
71%
95%
93%
81%
84%
79%
93%
71%
38%
91%
30%
98%
56%
15%
80%
70%
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8th-Grade Demographic Data
School
K8-1
K8-2
K8-3
K8-4
MS-1
K8-5
K8-6
MS-2
K8-7
MS-3
MS-4
MS-5
K8-8
MS-6
K8-9
K8-10
MS-7
K8-11
MS-8
K8-12
MS-9
K8-13
MS-10
K8-14
K8-15
MS-11
MS-12
MS-13
MS-14
MS-15
MS-16
MS-17
MS-18
K8-16
K8-17
K8-18
MS-19
MS-20
K8-19
MS-21
MS-22

Total Number
of
8th Graders
24
23
12
21
63
17
29
93
33
91
78
65
16
97
28
16
144
5
174
24
90
23
166
17
28
48
85
33
167
101
84
99
4
36
37
39
135
75
25
121
200

Percentage
Female

Percentage
White

48%
50%
60%
49%
48%
52%
55%
55%
42%
42%
45%
45%
43%
46%
52%
62%
48%
50%
52%
49%
42%
49%
50%
68%
56%
51%
43%
52%
49%
47%
46%
51%
17%
55%
47%
51%
52%
41%
45%
50%
47%

0%
0%
5%
0%
5%
0%
2%
1%
0%
85%
30%
2%
0%
33%
43%
4%
79%
0%
89%
63%
94%
4%
24%
8%
0%
5%
1%
10%
78%
72%
31%
78%
43%
45%
0%
1%
30%
97%
2%
42%
80%

Percentage
Students
Disabilities
10%
13%
20%
14%
22%
12%
25%
9%
9%
7%
17%
20%
16%
25%
19%
12%
11%
30%
14%
8%
10%
15%
15%
12%
0%
18%
21%
5%
19%
16%
10%
23%
100%
9%
20%
16%
11%
5%
4%
13%
12%

Percentage
Free &
Reduced Lunch
80%
91%
90%
86%
90%
106%
100%
99%
64%
35%
83%
94%
989%
72%
78%
81%
58%
100%
38%
55%
31%
94%
69%
8%
94%
99%
57%
78%
68%
73%
73%
64%
87%
65%
70%
83%
72%
84%
40%
70%
48%
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K8-20
MS-23
K8-21
K8-22
MS-24
K8-23
MS-25
MS-26
MS-27
K8-24
K8-25
K8-26
MS-28
MS-29
K8-27
MS-30
K8-28
MS-31
K8-29
MS-32
MS-33
K8-30
K8-31
MS-34
K8-32
MS-35
MS-36
K8-33
K8-34
MS-37
K8-35
MS-38
MS39
K8-36
K8-37
MS-40
K8-38

37
111
15
20
85
33
107
195
64
31
14
36
45
65
19
73
29
86
53
80
92
3
27
114
20
71
111
49
49
204
24
132
70
40
12
104
16

45%
44%
45%
45%
49%
65%
44%
52%
53%
67%
52%
55%
37%
48%
70%
52%
48%
42%
65%
44%
44%
27%
56%
46%
57%
45%
51%
67%
57%
50%
55%
43%
44%
59%
55%
47%
53%

23%
35%
3%
0%
36%
67%
27%
81%
5%
43%
93%
20%
14%
0%
11%
36%
3%
82%
62%
38%
85%
64%
2%
15%
26%
9%
95%
1%
8%
91%
16%
91%
14%
43%
91%
95%
50%

10%
11%
15%
16%
19%
16%
19%
11%
14%
17%
26%
11%
32%
20%
19%
1%
12%
20%
4%
14%
12%
9%
15%
6%
31%
14%
10%
8%
9%
13%
27%
10%
21%
13%
18%
7%
27%

52%
76%
45%
100%
78%
53%
69%
45%
78%
67%
70%
76%
97%
96%
100%
40%
95%
42%
23%
80%
78%
55%
83%
84%
77%
70%
90%
82%
83%
35%
84%
34%
95%
62%
9%
86%
70%
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Independent Samples t-tests Group Statistics
Independent Variable

M

SD

Std. Error
Mean

School Type

N

K-8

38

617.54

15.85

2.57

6-8

40

614.21

10.51

1.66

K-8

38

623.62

17.75

2.88

6-8

40

619.75

11.90

1.88

K-8

38

809.59

11.62

1.89

6-8

40

808.82

10.90

1.72

K-8

38

817.56

8.09

1.31

6-8

40

816.43

13.15

2.08

K-8

38

.87

.03

.01

6-8

40

.87

.08

.01

K-8

38

.83

.20

.03

6-8

40

.86

.04

.01

6th-grade Average Scaled Math Scores

6th-grade Average Scaled Reading Scores

8th-grade Average Scaled Math Scores

8th-grade Average Scaled Reading Scores

6th-grade Chronically Absent Attendance

8th-grade Chronically Absent Attendance
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Appendix D
Independent Samples Tests

Independent Samples Tests
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

F
Equal variances
6th-grade
assumed
Average Scaled
Equal variances not
Math Scores
assumed
Equal variances
6th-grade
assumed
Average Scaled
Equal variances not
Reading Scores
assumed
Equal variances
8th-grade
assumed
Average Scaled
Equal variances not
Math Scores
assumed
Equal variances
8th-grade
assumed
Average Scaled
Equal variances not
Reading Scores
assumed
Equal variances
6th-grade
assumed
Chronically
Absent
Equal variances not
Attendance
assumed
Equal variances
8th-grade
assumed
Chronically
Absent
Equal variances not
Attendance
assumed

Sig.
.019

.065

.047

3.129

.517

4.250

.890

.799

.830

.081

.474

.043

t-test for Equality of Means

T

Sig. (2tailed)

df

Mean
Difference

Std. Error
Difference

95% Confidence Interval of
the Difference
Lower
Upper

1.10

76

.27

3.34

3.03

-2.70

9.37

1.09

63.81

.28

3.34

3.06

-2.78

9.45

1.14

76

.26

3.87

3.41

-2.91

10.66

1.13

64.25

.26

3.87

3.44

-3.00

10.74

.30

76

.77

.76

2.55

-4.32

5.84

.30

74.99

.77

.76

2.55

-4.33

5.85

.45

76

.65

1.13

2.49

-3.82

6.08

.46

65.35

.65

1.13

2.46

-3.78

6.04

.22

76

.83

.00

.01

-.02

.03

.22

53.51

.82

.00

.01

-.02

.03

-.84

76

.40

-.03

.03

-.09

.04

-.82

40.23

.41

-.03

.03

-.09

.04
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